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The House met at 9 a.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore [Mr. CoLLINS of Georgia].

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO
TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC,
July 23, 1996.

I hereby designate the Honorable MAC CoL-
LINS to act as Speaker pro tempore on this
day.

NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

MORNING BUSINESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of May 12,
1995, the Chair will now recognize
Members from lists submitted by the
majority and minority leaders for
morning hour debates. The Chair will
alternate recognition between the par-
ties, with each party limited to 25 min-
utes, and each Member except the ma-
jority and minority leader limited to 5
minutes, but in no event shall debate
continue beyond 9:50 a.m.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. Goss] for 5 minutes.

OUT OF SIGHT, OUT OF MIND

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, when it
comes to United States foreign policy,
the deteriorating situation in Haiti is
one of those news items that has been
crowded off the front pages by bigger
problems elsewhere, problems like the
breakdown of the peace process in Ire-
land, the mending of fences with Mr.
Netanyahu, and the Mujahidin’s new
foothold in the Balkans. But even so,
just because it suits the White House
for Haiti to be out of sight, it does not
mean that it is out of mind for those of
us who are interested in accounting for

$3 billion in United States taxpayers’
dollars the White House has spent
there and those of us who are con-
cerned about the safety of Americans
and American interests in Haiti.

Because of the very special relation-
ship between my south Florida district
and Haiti, my office follows the reports
and stays in touch with our contacts
on the ground in Haiti. How are things
going? The short answer is that there
is slippage, steep slippage; a strong
sense, based on events, that things in
Haiti have degenerated again very rap-
idly. We are finding a seemingly end-
less litany that suggests a serious
breakdown in law and order. We find
institutional inadequacy, particularly
in the judicial area, and serious retreat
from any economic progress at all. We
find no relief from the grinding poverty
that is everywhere in Haiti.

Taken together this seems to prove
what informed observers have said all
along; that is, that throwing $3 billion
and 20,000 American troops hap-
hazardly at Haiti is not the way to
bridge the deep divisions of Haitian so-
ciety or to promote lasting gains on
the slow path to democracy there. Di-
visions are deepening. Destabilization
campaigns appear to be coming from
all sectors across the social spectrum.
The time for settling old scores and
even new ones appears to have arrived
and get even acts of violence and in-
timidation are the daily menu. The
victims include former members of the
military, the police, and innocent civil-
ians. In fact, it is sad but true that the
Haitian national police have partici-
pated in more than their share of alter-
cations. Recall that this was supposed
to be a hope of future law and order,
that new Haitian national police, but
the most damning assessments of po-
lice behavior have been coming from
the Washington office on Latin Amer-
ica and the OAS mission in Haiti. The
latest OAS report notes summary exe-
cutions and allegations of ill treatment

including beatings and routine use of
electric shock treatment on prisoners
in a Port-au-Prince police station. No
place to get a parking ticket.

While these incidents are protested,
the OAS also reports that the Inspector
General has failed to take action
against the police, giving some sectors
of the Haitian population the view that
the police agents enjoy the same impu-
nity as the members of the old armed
forces and former regime enjoyed. This
wins the police no friends, and in some
areas the police have literally been run
out of town by local populations. In
fact, there have been some 10 assas-
sinations of investigators of the police,
most of them off duty.

There are some other tough issues
that we are not hearing much about
but that clearly deserve some atten-
tion. One should ask the White House
how the American citizens in Haiti who
have borne the brunt of some of the
violent acts are faring. Murders and
kidnaping have apparently gone unan-
swered or uninvestigated.

Taken together, all of this adds up to
instability, growing instability. It
might also go a long way toward ex-
plaining why the Clinton administra-
tion went through such machinations
to badger our allies to extend the U.N.
mission through the month of Novem-
ber, the same month as the election
month in our country.

Dismal as it is, law and order is only
part of the stability equation. The
other part of this equation is prosper-
ity. We are long overdue for an update
from the White House on the privatiza-
tion process of Haiti. We understand
from the media that the Parliament is
having difficulty gaining a quorum to
hold a vote on reform measures. Why?
There are good reasons. Lack of will is
one, but fear is another, brought on by
threats from some of the left-leaning
segments of the Haitian society and
the drumbeat of opposition raised by
former President Aristide.
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Remember former President
Aristide? We spent a lot of money and
time getting him back there. Now he is
opposing the economic development of
his country. Any way you look at it,
all of this suggests that somebody in
the White House owes the American
people and this Congress an expla-
nation. After all this money, time, and
effort, what have we gotten? What is
going on in Haiti and why? Will Amer-
ican taxpayers, and incidentally Amer-
ican voters, agree that this was $3 bil-
lion well spent? Or is this whole epi-
sode another success story that was
more successful for its spin than its
substance in the White House? We shall
see.

DOMESTIC VIOLENCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentlewoman from Califor-
nia [Ms. WOOLSEY] is recognized during
morning business for 2 minutes.

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, each
year over 150,000 incidents of domestic
violence involve a gun.

In April, a woman in the district |
represent was shot to death by her hus-
band, even though she had a restrain-
ing order against him.

Last week, a Ventura County sher-
iff’s deputy, responding to a domestic
violence call, was killed by a man with
a long criminal record.

Mr. Speaker, it is time to put an end
to this insanity.

That is why | am applauding Presi-
dent Clinton for announcing his sup-
port today for legislation, sponsored by
Congressman BoB TORRICELLI, which
will prohibit people convicted of a do-
mestic violence offense from purchas-
ing a gun.

I urge my colleagues to support this
commonsense way to prevent tragedy.

It is simple: Wife-beaters, child abus-
ers, and other domestic violence of-
fenders should not have access to a
gun. Period.

UPDATE ON THE 11TH CONGRES-
SIONAL DISTRICT IN ILLINOIS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. WELLER] is recognized during
morning business for 5 minutes.

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, | have
the privilege of representing the most
diverse district in the State of lllinois.
I represent part of the city of Chicago,
the south suburbs, in Cook and Will
Counties, and farm communities as
well as cornfields. That means that |
have a district not only that is very di-
verse, but time and time again | am
looking for ways and issues and con-
cerns that are very, very common
throughout this very diverse district
that | have the privilege of represent-
ing.

I have found over the last 17 months
now that | have had the privilege of
representing my district two of the
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most common priorities that the peo-
ple of the district that | represent
have. Of course, they want to see a
change in how Washington works but
they also want to see a Congress in
Washington looking out for local con-
cerns.

I am proud that in the last 17 months
we have been working to keep our com-
mitments, to honor those principles
and to change how Washington works
while looking out for local concerns.
As | look back over the last 16, 17
months, I am particularly proud that
some of those most basic principles
that we have worked for in changing
how Washington works are being hon-
ored. One of the most basic, of course,
is forcing Washington to live within its
means.

Of course, the deficit today is at its
lowest level in 15 years, having dropped
$60 to $70 billion because we have lived
and worked hard to bring down that
deficit, doing something that every
family does, working to live within our
means. We have twice sent now to the
President real welfare reform that em-
phasizes work and family, responsibil-
ity. Unfortunately, he vetoed it. And
also we sent to the President a plan
which would lower taxes for working
families. In my district for a family
with children, that would mean almost
an extra $1,000 in take-home pay had
the President signed that bill rather
than vetoing it. We also, because of our
concern for seniors, people like my
mom and dad that are on Medicare, we
are working of course to prevent Medi-
care from going bankrupt. Everyone
knows Washington does nothing and
Medicare goes bankrupt in 2001.

We sent to the President this past
year a plan to save Medicare, to keep it
solvent for the next generation. In fact
we increased funding for Medicare by 62
percent, $724 billion, as part of that
plan and would have kept Medicare sol-
vent until the next generation. Unfor-
tunately, partisan Presidential politics
got in the way and the President ve-
toed that plan.

But also not only are we working to
keep our commitment to change how
Washington works by working to bal-
ance the budget, to save Medicare, to
reform welfare and, of course, lower
taxes for working families, but we are
also honoring the commitment to look
out for local concerns.

I am particularly pleased that in the
last few months alone, this House has
passed and sent to the Senate as well
as sent to the President legislation
that looks out for local concerns im-
portant to the State that | represent,
the land of Lincoln, the State of Illi-
nois. | was particularly pleased that
back in February the President signed
our legislation to redevelop the Joliet
Arsenal, 24,000-acre military facility to
redevelop it for conservation, a veter-
ans’ cemetery and job creation. It was
a bipartisan project, a bipartisan prior-
ity. Because of bipartisanship we were
successful in getting it signed into law.
Of course now it is time to put the
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money where our mouth is and to move
forward and, of course, fund that prior-
ity.

I am particularly pleased that the
House honored our request to provide
$18.4 million which will complete devel-
opment of the veterans’ cemetery at
the Joliet Arsenal. In fact the VA says
that if that legislation is signed into
law that that funding would allow the
cemetery to be opened by 1999.

In the Interior appropriations bill,
thanks to the help of a lot of people in-
cluding the gentleman from Illinois,
SID YATES, and the lllinois delegation,
we have $3.35 million for continued de-
velopment of the National Tall Grass
Prairie. Redevelopment of the Joliet
Arsenal is clearly our top conservation
and veterans’ priority for Illinois for
many of us and I am pleased that we
are making progress.

When it comes to crime which is so
important to the south suburbs and the
parts of the city of Chicago that | rep-
resent, we are also making some real
progress. Last year the President
signed our legislation which allowed
Federal prison grant funds for the first
time ever to be used for juvenile deten-
tion center construction and operation.
In the appropriation bill that we are
going to be debating today we provide
$680 million for prison grants, $50 mil-
lion more than the President asked for,
and for the first time ever counties
such as Will and Kankakee and La
Salle, struggling to deal with gang
problems, will now be able to apply for
and use those funds for construction
and operation of juvenile detention
centers. That is an important issue.

We are looking out for local con-
cerns. But one issue today | want to
close with is something very impor-
tant. Last Friday a number of my col-
leagues and | from Illinois went home
to a flood-devastated Chicago region.
In fact | have a photo of a news clip-
ping here. Thousands and thousands of
homes were flooded in the Chicago re-
gion. Many of those homes saw severe
damage.

REVIEW OF 104TH CONGRESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. DurBIN] is recognized during
morning business for 5 minutes.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, | think
for a moment here | would like to re-
flect on what the 104th Congress has
not done. This 104th Congress, led by
the Republicans for the first time in 4
decades, has not done several things.
We can applaud the fact that they have
not done a few things. For example, the
Gingrich-Dole-Lott plan to cut $270 bil-
lion out of Medicare to provide tax
breaks for wealthy people, thank good-
ness President Clinton was there to
veto that effort. Because for a lot of
senior citizens it would have meant
higher premiums and for families it
would have meant a greater economic
burden. A lot of those families are mid-
dle-income families struggling to get
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by. The people on the Republican side
of the aisle argued that these tax
breaks for wealthy people would some-
how fuel the economy. If you just give
the rich more money, they sense that
somehow this economy will move for-
ward. Well, President Clinton disagreed
with that, | disagreed with it, and
many Democratic leaders did as well.
What we have to show for that decision
to veto the Gingrich plan is an econ-
omy that truly is moving forward. We
have seen 10 million new jobs created
since President Clinton was elected as
President. One might say, “Well, I'm
sure every President does something
like that, don’t they?” Take a look
back at the years of President George
Bush. Over a 4-year period of time, we
created 2 million new jobs in America,
the slowest job creation in 50 years,
and the slowest economic growth in
half a century. Fortunately President
Clinton’s plan to reduce the deficit and
get the economy moving forward again
worked very well in creating jobs and
bringing down interest rates.

For a lot of families across America,
my own family included, we were able
to refinance our home mortgage which
meant a lower monthly payment. In
fact we now find that we have the high-
est home ownership rate in 15 years in
the United States. If we are talking
about realizing the American dream
and moving the economy forward, cer-
tainly job creation and home owner-
ship are two things that are part of it.

Let me add one other element, reduc-
ing the deficit. The Republicans like to
talk about being fiscally responsible,
reducing the deficit. They tend to over-
look the fact that under Presidents
Reagan and Bush we had the most dra-
matic increases in the national deficit
in the history of the United States of
America. President Clinton came in
and said, “I’'m going to push a plan
that’s going to bring the deficit down
and yet not strangle the economy.”
And it worked. We are now about to see
the fourth straight year of deficit re-
duction in Washington, with no thanks
to the Republican side of the aisle
which did not give the President one
single vote in the House or the Senate
for his deficit reduction plan. Because
of the deficit plan by the President, we
have seen the deficit come down 4
straight years. The last time that oc-
curred was the 1840’s, over 150 years
ago.

ng. Speaker, things are moving for-
ward. But there are things that this
Republican Congress has failed to do
which should be done in the closing
weeks. There will be a lot of speeches,
a lot of efforts by Members on the
other side to somehow paint a pretty
picture about the days of NEwT GING-
RICH and Bob Dole and TRENT LOTT.
They want to erase the image out of
people’s minds of this gridlocked Con-
gress with the two longest Government
shutdowns in our history. They want to
try to get this image out of their minds
of petulance and arrogance and say
that perhaps we have accomplished
great things.
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Let us hope that beyond the speech-
es, they will do a couple of tangible
things: First, pass the increase in the
minimum wage. How in the world can
we say to 500,000 people in my home
State of lllinois who got up this morn-
ing, went to work, got the kids off to
day care or to some summer program,
went to a tough job, making $4.25, $4.50
an hour, that that is as good as it gets
in America? Over the years we have in-
creased that minimum wage so that
young people starting out, so that fam-
ilies working to try to keep things to-
gether have a fighting chance. But the
Republicans tried to stop us here in the
House, they have tried to stop us in the
Senate, and that bill even though it
has passed both Chambers now, because
a few Republicans defected and joined
the Democrats, is still stalled. Why in
the world have we not passed this mini-
mum wage increase? We owe it to these
working families.

Health care. If you talk to families
across this country, one of their big-
gest single concerns is health insur-
ance. The Kennedy-Kassebaum bill, a
bipartisan bill by Senator KENNEDY and
Senator KASSEBAUM, passed the Senate
by a margin of 100 to 0. What it says is
you cannot discriminate against people
because of preexisting medical condi-
tions when you sell insurance and you
ought to be able to move your insur-
ance from job to job and not be afraid
to lose it. Simple, honest principles.
We should see something positive come
out of this Congress for working fami-
lies across America.

FOREIGN POLICY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentleman from Nebraska
[Mr. BEREUTER] is recognized during
morning business for 5 minutes.

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, the
editorialists of the Omaha World Her-
ald have prepared, | think, a thorough
and telling critique of the Clinton ad-
ministration foreign policy. | would
like to share with my colleagues that
editorial.

The document referred to is as fol-
lows:

[From the Omaha World Herald]
NATION HAS BEEN LUCKY To AVOID SERIOUS
TEST OF U.S. FOREIGN PoLIcY

Americans have been lucky. The president
they elected in 1992 displayed little expertise
or interest in foreign policy. Still, he has
held office during a time of relative stabil-
ity. His administration has had to deal with
few international crises.

However, the relative stability that came
with the end of the Cold War may not con-
tinue. President Clinton’s foreign policy is
an important basis for judging his qualifica-
tions for re-election in November.

Events of the past few days have dem-
onstrated why concerns about the presi-
dent’s judgment continue.

In Saudi Arabia, the monarchy has with-
held evidence from U.S. investigators about
a terrorist bombing in which 19 American
servicemen died. The Saudis have also dis-
missed the suggestion that U.S. forces in
that country ought to be moved into safer
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quarters. Saudi Arabia has been called Amer-
ica’s closest ally in the Arab world. This is
not the way a resolute United States govern-
ment would allow itself to be treated by its
friends.

In lIsrael, the voters repudiated Clinton’s
preferred candidate, Shimon Peres. They
elected as their prime minister Benjamin
Netanyahu, who promised to pursue a more
confrontational policy toward the Palestin-
ians and neighboring Arab nations.

In the former Yugoslavia, the administra-
tion has quietly distanced itself further from
its promise to remove U.S. troops by the end
of the year. A pullout anytime soon would
cause the region to erupt once again in civil
war.

The administration’s bumbling efforts to
eliminate the influence of Bosnian Serb lead-
er Radovan Karadzic have been painful to
watch. Moreover, it has been disclosed, the
White House looked the other way as Iran’s
Revolutionary Guards established a strong
presence, with guerrilla troops and a supply
pipeline, in Bosnia. The administration in-
formed Congress two weeks ago that the Ira-
nians were gone, but indications are that
some of them remained behind.

Riots in Northern Ireland call attention to
the seemingly irreconcilable divisions that
exist there. By swinging U.S. prestige to the
side of the Irish Republican Army, Clinton
injected the United States into a dispute in
which America had no vital interests. In the
process, he offended the British government.
Then he made the administration look inept
when the IRA broke its own cease-fire.

A contributing editor at Reason magazine,
Michael McMenamin, has written that the
IRA’s strategy, which Clinton has aided by
pressuring the British government to grant
concessions, is to force the British to unilat-
erally withdraw from Northern Ireland, lead-
ing to sectarian war in the north.

“Any American government that doesn’t
understand this doesn’t know Ireland,
doesn’t know the IRA, doesn’t know the Ul-
ster Protestants, and is helping to bring an
Irish Bosnia closer,” he wrote.

Clinton has presided over an unprecedented
reduction in America’s ability to use force as
a foreign policy tool. More shrinkage lies
ahead. George Melloan wrote in The Wall
Street Journal that projected military
spending in the next five years will be $50
billion to $100 billion short of what will be
needed to achieve even the reduced force and
procurement levels that Clinton military
strategy envisions. Melloan noted that Bob
Dole would arrest the slide in preparedness,
as well as pushing promptly for a missile de-
fense and expanding NATO.

China now has the ability to hit the U.S.
mainland with intercontinental ballistic
missiles. Yet Secretary of State Warren
Christopher has been to Damascus 17 times
and Beijing only once, Georgetown Univer-
sity diplomatic scholar Casimir Yost pointed
out.

Concerns exist about how careful and com-
petent this administration would be in a
dangerous situation such as Presidents John
Kennedy and George Bush had to face in the
Cuban missile crisis and Gulf War, respec-
tively. It’s difficult to observe the Clinton
approach without becoming seriously con-
cerned about how effectively this adminis-
tration would handle a major and sudden
threat to vital U.S. interests.

MEDICARE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentleman from New Jer-
sey [Mr. PALLONE] is recognized during
morning business for 5 minutes.
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Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, | want
to devote my 5 minutes to the issue of
Medicare, but | could not help but just
briefly comment on the previous
speaker whom | greatly admire. When |
was home in my district in New Jersey
this weekend, | was at a church service
on Sunday. As | was coming out, a cou-
ple of people commented to me, one on
Medicare which | will go into soon, but
the other said something about the
President. He said, “You know, one
thing | admire about the President is
the fact that we are at peace. We are at
peace throughout the world.” | think
that kind of says it all. | frankly think
that President Clinton’s foreign policy
has been a major success. In fact, he
has kept us out of many wars around
the world and has brought peace to
many parts of the world that were not
at peace before. | think that says a lot
about his foreign policy and its suc-
cess.

| just wanted to also comment on one
of my previous colleague’s statements,
the gentleman from [Illinois [Mr.
WELLER], when he berated the fact that
President Clinton had vetoed the Re-
publican Medicare legislation. All I can
say is thank God that President Clin-
ton was there and did veto that legisla-
tion. The Democrats basically in this
Congress have prevented the Repub-
lican leadership from devastating Med-
icare. The Republican leadership has
proposed major cuts in Medicare that
would primarily pay for tax cuts for
wealthy individuals and they have
tried to change a program sub-
stantively so that essentially what
would happen is that Medicare would
disappear as we know it. Democrats
prevented the Republican leadership
last year from doubling Medicare Part
B premiums and from any attempts to
eliminate doctor choice which is very
important to the average senior citi-
zen. They prevented cutting Medicare
premium assistance for low-income
seniors, something that | actually tried
to accomplish in the Committee on
Commerce. A lot of people forget that
the Republican leadership wanted to
eliminate the current program where
for low-income seniors Medicaid pays
for Medicare part B premiums. We also
stopped the Republicans from repealing
Federal nursing home quality stand-
ards. Medicaid is a very important part
of the overall program to provide qual-
ity health care for senior citizens as
well. The Republican leadership tried
to eliminate and gut Medicaid as well.
They wanted to repeal Federal nursing
home quality standards, they wanted
to put homes and family farms of elder-
ly couples at risk for nursing home
care, and they wanted to force adult
children to be financially responsible
for their parents nursing home bills be-
cause two-thirds of Medicaid goes to
pay for senior citizens who are in nurs-
ing homes. If that aid is eliminated or
cut back significantly, we were going
to see elderly relatives or also children
having to pay for their parents or their
grandparents in nursing homes.
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All of this | am mentioning today be-
cause now we see the Republicans try-
ing to basically rewrite history and say
that they were not trying to devastate
and eliminate Medicare. Most signifi-
cantly we have gotten some criticism
on our side of the aisle because we con-
stantly quote a statement by Speaker
GINGRICH. | just want to read that
statement again. Speaker GINGRICH
said, and this was last year on October
26:

We don’t get rid of it in round one because
we don’t think that that’s politically smart
and we don’t think that’s the right way to go
through a transition period. But we believe
it’s going to wither on the vine because we
think people are voluntarily going to leave
it.

As many of my colleagues know, the
AFL-CIO, the labor international orga-
nization, has been putting on ads where
they have actual pictures, video, if you
will, of Speaker GINGRICH making this
quote about Medicare. Now the Repub-
licans are trying to take it off the air
because they are afraid of the truth.

Let me tell my colleagues, what
could be more appropriate, what is
more significant than the kind of cuts
and the kind of changes in Medicare
that the Republicans were trying to
achieve? If those had been accom-
plished, if President Clinton and the
Democrats had not stopped those
major changes in Medicare, then in-
deed Medicare would have withered on
the vine which is exactly what Speaker
GINGRICH says that he wants to do.

For those who think that the Repub-
licans have changed, they have not
changed. In this session of Congress, |
should say in this year, they have al-
ready proposed another budget that
makes significant cuts and changes in
Medicare. Their current plan, a little
different maybe than last year, but
still tries to do the same thing: It
would eliminate doctor and hospital
choice by forcing seniors into Medicare
managed care plans, it would allow
doctors to charge extra out-of-pocket
costs to seniors who remain in Medi-
care fee-for-service, it would severely
cut Medicare and Medicaid hospital
funding, forcing many hospitals to
close their doors on seniors, it would
eliminate coverage guarantee for over
4 million elderly Americans who need
nursing home care, that is the Medic-
aid aspect again, and would further
erode Medicare solvency by creating
wealthy healthy plans leaving many
seniors with higher costs and less care.

What the Republicans are doing once
again is cutting the amount of money
that is available for Medicare which ul-
timately will translate into less qual-
ity care and less services for senior
citizens.

TWA FLIGHT 800

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. STEARNS] is recognized during
morning business for 5 minutes.
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Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, | would
like to say parenthetically that the
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
PALLONE] knows that that quote is out
of context. In fact most of the tele-
vision stations across this country are
not longer running their (Democrats)
ads because they know it is not the
truth. The Speaker was talking about
the Health Care Financing Administra-
tion, not Medicare. He was talking
about trying to downsize it. Who else,
Mr. Speaker, said we should scrap the
Health Care Financing Administra-
tion? President Clinton and Vice Presi-
dent Gore in their Putting People First
book. They outline exactly the same
thing that they are accusing the
Speaker when he talked about getting
rid of the bureaucracy here in Washing-
ton with the Health Care Financing
Administration. | think we need to es-
tablish the truth.

Mr. Speaker, | want to share my
thoughts today about the crash of TWA
Flight 800. But before | do so, | wish to
say to the family and friends and loved
ones of the passengers and the crew
who were aboard that ill-fated flight
that our prayers here in the House, in
the Senate and Congress are with all of
you at this very difficult time.

The tragic ending of over 230 pas-
sengers on this flight is a grim re-
minder of another flight, Mr. Speaker,
Pan Am 103, which went down over
Lockerbie, Scotland. It has yet to be
established whether sabotage played a
role in the crash of this flight.

Unfortunately, an overwhelmingly
difficult and grim task has been made
even more difficult by the inclement
weather. However, when additional fu-
selage has been retrieved from the
ocean, the antiterrorist experts that
have been called in to investigate will
be in a better position to render a judg-
ment.

O 0930

Chemical residue has been detected
by the EGIS machine which was devel-
oped in the mid-1980’s, which is specifi-
cally designed to detect plastic explo-
sives. In time, we will know the cause
of this disaster and if it is, as sus-
pected, an act of terrorism, | pray to
the Almighty God above that the per-
petrators are caught and dealt with
and the punishment will fit the crime.

Even if we find it was not an act of
sabotage, the time has come for this
country to treat acts of terrorism for
what they are: An assault on Pan Am
Flight 103 was a direct attack on this
country. Mr. Speaker, Government
must treat American aviation security
as a national defense issue and not as a
regulatory issue.

That is why | am here and | am talk-
ing about drafting a bill, a piece of leg-
islation to do just that. One cannot
help but hearken back to the tragedy
at Lockerbie.

After officials, in channeling of the
investigation of the Pan Am flight, de-
termined that the plane was carrying
plastic explosives which blew the plane
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out of the sky, Congress held hearings
and passed legislation, the Aviation Se-
curity Act of 1990.

Section 108 of the public law was en-
titled ““Deployment of Explosive Detec-
tion Equipment.”” Certain guidelines
were put in place for the deployment of
high-technology equipment  which
could detect plastic explosives such as
used in Pan Am 103.

Mr. Speaker, on July 20, 1996, The
Washington Post ran a story with the
following headline: “U.S. Airports
Lack High-Tech Scan Devices To De-
tect Explosives.”” This article details
how the Federal Aviation Administra-
tion developed several high-technology
pieces of equipment to detect plastic
explosives.

Currently, the Europeans have about
90 such machines in use. Germany has
approximately 50 machines like this in
use, the rest being in the United King-
dom and France. That is all well and
good. | think they are right to want to
protect their citizens.

Do my colleagues know how many of
these machines are used in the United
States? None. We are now testing
about four of these machines in San
Francisco and Atlanta because of the
large volume of visitors passing
through these airports, but we have
only four of these type machines in use
in a testing mode in the United States.

Something is definitely wrong with
this situation. We developed this high-
technology equipment at taxpayers’ ex-
pense here in the United States. Then
we sell it overseas and we do not even
use it here at home. | believe legisla-
tion to rectify this problem is long
overdue because, as much as | wish 1
were wrong, | believe such barbarous
and cowardly acts of violence will con-
tinue to be committed against the
United States as well as other coun-
tries.

Machines such as the EGIS and the
updated CTX-5000 that works like a
CAT scan, slicing up objects visually,
ensure that we will find all such bombs
and plastic devices on board. We are
now using 20-year-old x-ray machines
that can only detect 10 percent of this.
I hope all my colleagues will join me in
sponsoring my legislation to protect
all Americans.

MEDICARE SHOULD NOT WITHER
ON THE VINE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
DOGGETT] is recognized during morning
business for 5 minutes.

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, while |
share the concerns of the last speaker
about terrorism, | am amazed by his
comments defending Speaker GINGRICH
and his comments about Medicare and
his challenge to my good friend, our
colleague, the gentleman from New
Jersey, Mr. PALLONE.

I wonder if the gentleman has ever
listened to Speaker GRINGRIGH’S exact
words, because they could not be clear-
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er in what he said, nor in how he inter-
preted these words himself and his
press secretary interpreted these
words. Furthermore, the Speaker’s de-
termination to let Medicare wither on
the vine is consistent with everything
he and his Republican colleagues were
doing throughout this period of time.

Let me refer to his precise words.
They were said on October 24, 1995. We
have got a chart here with those words
on it. He said, the key words, “‘But we
believe it’s going to wither on the vine
because we think people are volun-
tarily going to leave it.”

So the big debate and the attempt at
intimidation of people all over in this
country who would have the audacity
to hold the Speaker to these words is,
well, it referred to some government
bureaucracy. Well, he was not talking
about downsizing a Federal agency.
People were not going to leave a Fed-
eral agency. They were going to leave
Medicare.

But one need not take my interpreta-
tion of it today, because only 2 days
later, after Speaker GINGRICH dem-
onstrated what his gardening ability
would be for the seniors of America and
for generations who would rely on Med-
icare, he commented on it himself. The
Atlanta Constitution and Journal re-
ported on October 29 of last year that,
quote, “Gingrich said he was referring
to the fee-for-service portion of Medi-
care, which he believes seniors would
leave.” Fee-for-service Medicare, the
Medicare system that President John-
son signed into law in 1965.

As if that verification from the
Speaker himself as to what he meant
when he said let Medicare wither on
the vine were not enough, his press sec-
retary, Mr. Tony Blankley and some of
the only words Mr. Blankley has ever
said that | found reason to agree with,
told the Los Angeles Times, quote,
that “it,”” the statement that he re-
ferred to, referred to fee-for-service
Medicare. Blankley said that GING-
RICH’s comments were consistent with
Republicans’ anticipated belief that
most seniors will voluntarily choose to
leave this traditional form of Medicare.

Indeed, Mr. Blankley is right. The
Speaker’s position, which he is so des-
perate to run away from, as are all of
his followers who here in this Repub-
lican Congress thought merely follow-
ing the Speaker 90 percent of the time
to cut Medicare was a sign of dis-
loyalty, you ought to be there with
him every time you get an opportunity
to cut Medicare, those folks want to re-
interpret his remarks this year. They
want to tell television stations they
will be intimidated by a crew of the
biggest thick carpet lawyers that they
can find to sue them if they run the
Speaker’s own words with him saying
let Medicare wither on the vine.

This crowd of people were the same
ones who cheered last year when the
No. 2 Republican, Dick ARMEY of my
own State of Texas, was saying that he
though Medicare was an imposition on
his freedom, to use his words. He said
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he would have never voted for Medicare
in the first place and would like to see
its demise. He also was demonstrating
his gardening ability and the desire
that Medicare wither on the vine.

But it was the very same day that
Speaker GINGRICH gave this speech, Oc-
tober 24, 1995, that Bob Dole, the other
half of the Dole-Gingrich ticket that
we have this year, Bob Dole was telling
a group on that same day at another
part of our country that he was proud,
to use his words, proud to have been 1
of 12 people who stood up and voted
against Medicare because he did not
think it would work in 1965.

Yes; some three decades ago and a
year, Bob Dole was here in the Con-
gress voting against Medicare because
he did not think it would work. | would
have to say to his credit, at least he is
not trying to run away from his com-
ments the way these Republicans are
determined to run away from the com-
ment that they want Medicare to with-
er on the vine, as the gentleman from
New Jersey [Mr. PALLONE] commented
a few minutes ago.

The are scared to death that the
American people are going to under-
stand their determination to destroy
the Medicare system as soon as they
can pick up a few more votes in this
election cycle. Meanwhile, let us dis-
tract the American people and every-
thing else, but come 1997, let it wither
on the vine.

INTRODUCING THE WHITE HOUSE
INSPECTOR GENERAL ACT OF 1996

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentleman from New
Hampshire [Mr. BAsSs] is recognized
during morning business for 5 minutes.

Mr. BASS. Mr. Speaker, | am here to
talk about a bill 1 am going to intro-
duce establishing an inspector general
for the White House, but | cannot help
beginning by making a comment con-
cerning the remarks of my friend from
Texas a second ago.

As they say in poker, the cards
speak, and the fact is that those tele-
vision stations would not have removed
those ads from the air if they had said
what the real record shows. What NEwT
GINGRICH said at that point was, and |
quote,

Okay, what do you think the Health Care
Financing Administration is? That’s HCFA.
It is a centralized government bureaucracy,
it is everything we are telling Boris Yeltsin
to get rid of. No, we do not get rid of it in
round one because we do not think that is
politically smart, but we do it through a
transition. We believe it is going to wither
on the vine.

Now what does that mean? That
means that the choice here is whether
we protect, improve, and preserve Med-
icare or whether we protect a Federal
bureaucracy. That is the issue before
us today, and we plan to move forward.

Mr. Speaker, today | am introducing
the White House Inspector General Act
of 1996, to establish an Office of Inspec-
tor General in the Executive Office of
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the President. The White House IG,
like other I1G’s in the executive branch,
would serve as the principal watchdog
of White House financial management
procedures and fiscal resources. This
legislation would provide the President
with an essential tool for rooting out
waste, fraud, and abuse in the White
House.

As many of my colleagues know, the
Inspector General Act of 1978 estab-
lished offices of inspector general with-
in certain Federal departments and
agencies to protect the integrity of
Federal programs and resources. In-
spectors general are appointed without
regard to political affiliation and sole-
ly on the basis of a strong background
in accounting, auditing, or financial
management. They are provided the
authority and independence to perform
audits and investigations in order to
combat waste, fraud, and abuse.

More specifically, the three principal
responsibilities of inspector general
are, first, to conduct audits and inves-
tigations relating to Federal programs
and operations; second, to issue rec-
ommendations that promote economy,
efficiency, and effectiveness of Federal
programs and operations; and, third, to
keep agency heads and Congress fully
informed of problems and deficiencies
in Federal program administration and
operations.

Today 61 Federal entities have an in-
spector general, including all 14 Cabi-
net departments. Of these 61 IG’s, 29
are appointed by the President subject
to Senate confirmation and the re-
maining 32, primarily in smaller agen-
cies, are selected by their agency
heads. The Presidentially appointed
IG’s have a total of 10,000 staff and an
aggregate budget of approximately $900
million.

According to information gathered
by the Committee on Government Re-
form and Oversight, funding for IG’s is
indeed a sound investment. In 1994, IG
investigations and audits led to over
14,000 successful criminal and civil
prosecutions. Furthermore, I1G’s re-
turned $1.9 billion in investigative re-
coveries to the U.S. Treasury and made
efficiency recommendations that could
save a total of $24 billion.

As | mentioned previously, I1G’s have
significant authority and independence
to conduct their audits and investiga-
tions. They have direct access to all
records and information of the agency,
and possess the power to issue subpoe-
nas and administer oaths for taking
testimony.

With regard to their independence,
IG’s have full control over hiring and
managing their own staff and re-
sources. Moreover, they can be re-
moved only by the President or the
agency head who appointed them, and
the President or agency head must
communicate his reason to Congress
when exercising this authority.

As | already mentioned, my legisla-
tion will establish an Office of Inspec-
tor General for the Executive Office of
the President. The White House IG
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would be appointed by the President
and could be removed without cause by
the President. All the provisions of the
Inspector General Act of 1978 would
apply to the White House IG, but the
bill also includes special provisions re-
lating to sensitive information in mat-
ters that would protect the constitu-
tional prerogatives and operational ef-
fectiveness of the Presidency.

The first exemption assures that the
White House IG will not interfere in
areas relating to policy, intelligence or
national security interests, similar to
the IG’s in the defense area, in defense-
related departments. The second broad
exemption assures that the White
House IG does not hinder the President
in carrying out his constitutional re-
sponsibilities.

Under the IG Act of 1978, agency
heads are strictly prohibited from ob-
structing an IG audit or investigation.
However, under my bill the President
would have the authority to prohibit
the White House IG from conducting an
audit or investigation.

I do hope my colleagues will join me
in cosponsoring this important piece of
legislation.

SORTING THROUGH THE
REPUBLICANS’ VOTING RECORD

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentlewoman from Colo-
rado [Mrs. SCHROEDER] is recognized
during morning business for 5 minutes.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, as
we go into any election, one of the
hardest things is to figure out where
the candidates really stand on issues.
And when we go into any third-grade
class in America and we ask the 8-year-
olds, ““Okay, what is the best predictor
of what someone is going to do if they
get elected, how they have been voting
and what they have been saying or
what they say in the last 6 weeks be-
fore the election?”’ every third-grader
in America will tell us that the best
predictor is what they have been doing,
not what they were promising as the
heat turns up in the last few weeks. So
the difficulty is to find out and to sort
through that voting record.

No one has ever elected a President
or a Member of Congress or a Member
of the Senate who was for big debts,
loved war, hated kids, wanted to tromp
all over the elderly, could not stand
trees. No, no one has ever done that. So
when we see the promises and then we
see the performance, it is very dif-
ferent.

I must say, after saying that, I am
very troubled about the debate we have
been having here on the floor today,
because no matter who the candidate
Bob Dole selects for his Vice President,
his real Vice President is going to be
the Speaker of the House. People know
this is a team and whatever comes out
of here is going to be signed by Presi-
dent Dole, if he becomes President
Dole. So that is why all this great con-
cern about what the Speaker said
about Medicare.
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The Speaker said about Medicare,
and all sorts of the written press re-
ported it, The Washington Post and all
sorts of other newspapers, he said, ‘“‘we
don’t get rid of it in round 1 because we
don’t think that is politically smart.”
Get it? Members do not want to let
them know exactly what they think
about it.

Then he goes on to say we are going
to go through this transition period
and “‘we think it’s going to wither on
the vine,” because they are going to
offer these little goodies that we have
seen that will lure out the wealthiest
and the healthiest, so that the thing
will suddenly be left with the sickest
and the poorest and suddenly folks will
say we cannot afford it, let them go.

Now, we know what that is. The gen-
tleman from Texas just went through
and pointed out that when his press
secretary was asked about it, he indeed
said yes, yes, that is what we meant,
we were talking about Social Security.
When he was home talking in Atlanta,
the Atlanta Constitution got the same
confirmation, yes, that is what he
means, not Social Security but he was
talking about Medicare, so he clarified
it over and over again. It was on TV.
We have got tapes of it.

Now there are people trying to run
ads so the American people will know
what President-elect or Presidential
candidate Dole’s real Vice President,
Speaker GINGRICH, really thinks about
this issue.

If they continue to try and take
these ads off TV, we are going to be in
the same position Red Riding Hood
was, because what they are trying to
do is let Speaker GINGRICH dress up in
grandma’s clothing. That is exactly
what they are trying to do. They are
trying to now take their words back
and get the wolf in bed looking like
sweet little old grandma until this
election is over, and then they can go
back to round 2 and take on Medicare
the way they hope to.

So | really hope that America’s news
media does their research, looks at this
and continues to let people know what
third graders want to know when they
vote, and that is what do they really
think and how did they really vote and
what did they really do, rather than
what are they now trying to cast them-
selves as we go to cast our vote.

WELFARE REFORM CONCERNS OF
MY CONSTITUENTS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentlewoman from Texas
[Ms. JACKSON-LEE] is recognized during
morning business for 5 minutes.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, the important thing about
representation is to ensure that Mem-
bers go home and relate to those who
have elected them. As | go home every
weekend, | try to solicit from my con-
stituents their concerns or reflections
on the past week’s legislative activity,
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and it has been eye-opening and cer-
tainly they have been extremely re-
sponsive.

Last week was, in fact, the week that
was, first of all with the tragedy of
TWA flight 800 and the condolences
that all of us extended to their families
along with our prayers. Certainly my
constituents wanted to solicit from me
the response that whatever was the oc-
currence, that if it was found to be
something that was criminal in nature,
that justice would be had, and I com-
mitted that to them.

But also they reflected on the welfare
reform and to a one, coming from a di-
verse district, as | do, with African-
Americans and Hispanics and Anglos
and Asians in Texas, indicated that we
can have welfare reform without being
harsh and terminating individuals’
ability to survive. So they were in-
clined to say that we needed job train-
ing and child care and that we needed
an opportunity for those individuals to
have health care and, yes, we needed a
job; quite contrary to the welfare re-
form of our Republican friends who
simply believe that the harshness of
saying no, no to teenage parents, no to
the seniors in senior citizens’ homes
who need Medicaid, no to those who
need job training and child care, is the
way to go.

| rise today to say there has to be a
better way, so | have supported Presi-
dent Clinton’s method of enforcement
of child support payments and giving
to the Nation the list of deadbeat par-
ents, because we all must show respon-
sibility and that is a real part of wel-
fare reform. So | would argue to my
Republican colleagues that one does
not always have to hit someone upside
the head, but one can soften the blow
by saying we will give them an ex-
tended hand of assistance.

Then as | have listened to the debate
this morning about Medicare, | think it
is important to respond to those who
might say that the Speaker’s com-
ments were taken out of context. |
would only offer to say that when we
are in places of responsibility, we have
to mean what we say and say what we
mean.

The Medicare proposals by the Re-
publicans last year were in fact to
eliminate $245 billion for a tax cut for
those making over $100,000, $187 billion
taken out of Medicaid. Might | remind
Members that 60 percent of Medicaid is
indigent senior citizens in nursing
homes, your parents and my parents.

Mr. Speaker, it is important when we
begin this debate to tell the American
people the real facts so that we can get
the job done.

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12 of rule I, the House
stands in recess until 10 a.m.

Accordingly (at 9 o’clock and 51 min-
utes a.m.), the House stood in recess
until 10 a.m.
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0O 1000
AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker at
10 a.m.

PRAYER

Rev. Dr. Daniel R. Leslie, Lutheran
Church of the Redeemer, Vineland, NJ,
offered the following prayer:

Creator God, You call us to manage
the world You have made. You bless us
with the abundant gifts of life, liberty,
and love for which we are most grate-
ful. You grant us a nation comprised of
people from many nations. Guide those
who lead our Nation, especially those
who now gather in this body to delib-
erate and make decisions for the com-
mon good. Instill in our leaders wis-
dom, courage, and compassion so that
the actions they take will lead to jus-
tice and peace on Earth. Empower us
so that the seeds we sow never be seeds
of discouragement that lead to dis-
content, but rather seeds of hope that
lead to Your shalom. All this we pray
in Your name. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, pursuant
to clause 1, rule I, | demand a vote on
agreeing to the Speaker’s approval of
the Journal.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the Chair’s approval of the Journal.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, | object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to clause 5,
rule |, further proceedings on this ques-
tion are postponed.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. CHABOT] come forward
and lead the House in the Pledge of Al-
legiance.

Mr. CHABOT led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was commu-
nicated to the House by Mr. Edwin
Thomas, one of his secretaries.
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ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER

The SPEAKER. The Chair will enter-
tain fifteen 1-minutes on each side.

WELCOME TO REV. DR. DANIEL R.
LESLIE

(Mr. LOBIONDO asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. LOBIONDO. Mr. Speaker, | have
the privilege of welcoming to the
Chamber this morning Rev. Dr. Daniel
R. Leslie. | want to take this time to
thank him for initiating today’s pro-
ceedings as guest Chaplain.

| first met Dr. Leslie when he and his
family moved to Vineland, NJ, nearly 7
years ago. Dr. Leslie was called to
serve as pastor of the Lutheran Church
of the Redeemer in my hometown of
Vineland, NJ. Redeemer has been in-
volved in ministry to the greater Vine-
land area for more than 72 years and |
was pleased to participate in its 70th
anniversary festivities just 2 years ago.

In addition to Redeemer’s ongoing
spiritual ministry among members and
family, the congregation is active in
its involvement with three community
outreach ministries. Dr. Leslie serves
on the boards of all three.

Luther Acres is a 100-unit, low-in-
come housing facility for senior citi-
zens. Little Acres Learning Center pro-
vides education and day care for 200
children each day. Together with three
other Vineland congregations, Re-
deemer sponsors the Vineland Regional
Counseling Service which provides
family and individual therapy to those
in the community with emotional and
mental distress.

Dr. Leslie also tirelessly contributes
his time to important community or-
ganizations and services. He is vice
president of the Vineland Ministerial
Fellowship which is made up of local
churches and a synagogue. The
ministerium sponsors numerous pro-
grams to feed the hungry, house the
homeless, advocate justice for the
needy, and provide special times during
the year for the people of Vineland to
gather and worship God. As a matter of
fact, | worship with Dr. Leslie at the
communitywide Thanksgiving service
each year in Vineland.

Dr. Leslie is also on the Board of Di-
rectors at the Vineland YMCA and a
fellow Rotarian. Dr. Leslie is joined
today by his wife, Bonnie, a math
teacher at Vineland High School, and
their daughters, Jennifer and Laura,
who will be a freshman at Bucknell
University this fall. Their son, Dan, at-
tends medical school.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker, for giving
me the opportunity to welcome Dr.
Leslie to the House this morning.

GAGGING THE TRUTH ON
MEDICARE

(Mr. PALLONE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)
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Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, | want-
ed to express outrage over Republican
efforts to take off the air a commercial
that has been running by many of the
labor organizations that is critical of
the Republican record on Medicare.

As we know, many times Democrats
have gotten up here in the House to
point out that the cuts proposed by the
Republican leadership in Medicare are
going to hurt America’s seniors and ul-
timately destroy and eliminate the
Medicare Program as we know it. This
is nothing more than another effort by
the Republican leadership to gag the
efforts of working Americans. Essen-
tially, labor unions represent working
Americans, who want to tell the truth
about Medicare and what the Repub-
licans are proposing to do to a program
that is important for seniors, to work-
ing people, to those who have to go
into nursing homes.

This is not the first time we have
seen a Republican effort to gag those
who want to speak the truth on the
Medicare issue. When the Medicare de-
bate began in my committee, the Com-
mittee on Commerce, there was only
one hearing on the issue and the senior
citizens who showed up to want to
speak were arrested. Once again the
Republicans are trying to gag the truth
on Medicare.

THE PASSING OF HON. HAMILTON
FISH, JR., A FORMER MEMBER
OF CONGRESS FROM NEW YORK

(Mr. GILMAN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, it is my
sad duty to inform this body of the
passing of our former colleague who
was one of the outstanding Members of
this body in this century.

Hamilton Fish, Jr., served in this
Chamber for over a quarter of a cen-
tury, from his first election in 1968
until his retirement in 1994. Through-
out his career in this House, Ham Fish
earned respect on both sides of the
aisle and throughout the Nation for his
commitments to civil rights and jus-
tice, and to commonsense principles of
government.

As a member of the House Judiciary
Committee, the spotlight of the Nation
shown on his wisdom during the hear-
ings on the impeachment of President
Nixon. In later years, Ham Fish served
as ranking Republican on that commit-
tee, where he was known for champion-
ing the revision of immigration law
and of continuing the battle against
prejudice, discrimination, and hate.

Ham Fish brought to this Chamber a
sense of dignity and a sense of decency.
As the scion of a family whose record
of public service goes back to the days
of the American Revolution, he com-
piled a record of which we can all be
proud.

Mr. Speaker, I am honored to have
served with Ham Fish, and | was privi-
leged that Ham was my friend.
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To his widow, Mary Ann, to his four
children, and to his grandchildren, we
extend our deepest condolences. Ham
Fish was a true gentleman, and he will
be missed.

CAMPAIGN FINANCE REFORM

(Mrs. MALONEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Speaker, the so-
called Republican reform bill on cam-
paign finance attempts to solve the
problem of too much money in politics
by putting much more money in poli-
tics.

The Republican bill raises the
amount that wealthy contributors can
give to Federal candidates to $72,500 a
year. The average American family of
four makes $48,000 a year. Clearly, the
Republicans are out of touch with the
average working American families.

In sharp contrast, the Democratic
bill limits the amount of money in pol-
itics by voluntarily limiting contribu-
tions, expenditures, and soft money.
We need a vote on this bill. This fall,
when the American people go to vote,
they need to know whether their can-
didate supports putting more money
into politics or limiting the amount of
money in politics.

REFORM WELFARE

(Mr. CHABOT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Speaker, last week
this House once again passed historic
welfare reform legislation. Twice be-
fore we have passed welfare reform, but
twice the President has blocked that
reform with his veto pen, even though
candidate Clinton said he wanted to
end welfare as we know it. Remember
that? Mr. President, please tear down
this wall to full participation in our so-
ciety.

Seldom has a government devised a
program which has devastated so many
lives in this country and only very,
very rarely has the law of unintended
consequences been so brutally applied.
Families have been ripped apart. At-
tempts to work and save have been pe-
nalized, and generation after genera-
tion of children have grown up without
seeing an adult go to work. This miser-
able welfare system must not continue.
Let us replace welfare with work. Let
us replace rigid bureaucracy with com-
munity and compassion, and let us re-
place vetoes with a signing ceremony.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HAYWORTH). The Chair would remind
all Members it is appropriate to ad-
dress remarks to the Chair and not to
other persons.
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UNITED STATES FINANCES CHI-
NA’S SELLING OF NUCLEAR
WEAPONS
(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was

given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, in
1995 China was found guilty of selling
nuclear weapons to Pakistan. China
was then found guilty of building poi-
son gas factories in Iran. Now the CIA
tells us that China is selling missiles to
Syria. What gets me is we are financ-
ing this with $40 billion a year pumped
through most-favored-nation trade sta-
tus.

What is next here, Congress: Tax
breaks for Chinese heroin? How about a
good old-fashioned Chinese Communist
Party fundraiser on the East Lawn?

| say while we keep turning the other
cheek, China is starting to point mis-
siles right at our assets. With friends
like this, who needs enemies?

Mr. Speaker, | yield back the balance
of any money we have left in the Pen-
tagon budget.

GROWTH RATE OF WELFARE
SPENDING ASTRONOMICALLY
OUTPACED GROWTH IN POPU-
LATION

(Mr. HEFLEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, since 1950
the population of the United States has
increased from 151 million to roughly
260 million. This works out to a 72-per-
cent increase.

Also, since 1950, social welfare spend-
ing at all levels of Government has in-
creased from $18.8 billion a year to $324
billion a year. This is an increase of
1,623 percent.

In other words, the growth rate of
welfare spending has astronomically
outpaced the growth in population.
Many liberals would argue that this
probably is a good thing. But my ques-
tion is this: What have we purchased
with this huge investment in social
welfare?

Broken families; a destroyed work
ethic; rampant illegitimacy; and con-
tinued poverty. Not only is the modern
welfare state economically unsound, it
is spiritually and morally unsound.

We are doing our part to enact seri-
ous reform of welfare. It is time for Bill
Clinton to show leadership, to keep his
promises to end welfare as we know it.
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AMERICA NEEDS A NEW
GARDENER

(Mr. DOGGETT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, what a
contrast in Speaker GINGRICH’s garden-
ing abilities. When it comes to Medi-
care, he says, let it wither on the vine.
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But when it comes to the special inter-
est money trees here in Washington, he
says, water them, fertilize them. Give
them lots of fertilizer. Give them ten-
der loving care.

He is all green thumbs for special in-
terest campaign money, for, despite his
handshake with President Clinton last
year and a very pleasant smile in New
Hampshire, he did nothing for months
on the issue of campaign finance re-
form so that nothing would occur in
this 1996 election. Then when he finally
spoke, his view was that the independ-
ent organizations who demanded real
reform of our election system, they had
it all wrong. What America needs is
not less campaign spending but more,
lots more campaign spending.

Mr. Speaker, when we look at the
issue of reforming this Congress, he
said, we will have a week next year and
we will call it reform week. That was
last week and now it has been canceled.
America needs a new gardener.

TRAGEDY HIGHLIGHTS AMERICA’S
STRENGTH

(Mr. LAZIO of New York asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, as | was leaving the memorial serv-
ice for the families of the victims of
TWA flight 800 yesterday, my heart
was touched to see crowds of Long Is-
landers who could not attend the cere-
mony lining the roads with signs ex-
pressing love and support for those who
lost loved ones in this terrible disaster.

The signs read: ‘“We Are Praying for
You.” ““Our Hearts Are With You.”

If there is any solace in this calam-
ity, it is that Americans from all walks
of life have come together to share in
this loss, to offer support, and to care
for each other.

Coming together in times of need
with a true sense of community is one
of the great strengths of our Nation. |
cannot help but think of the hundreds
of people who went out on the dark
ocean the night of the disaster to look
for survivors and the thousands of peo-
ple who have literally worked around
the clock without much fanfare.

All these people, rescuers, Red Cross
workers, FBI agents, NTSB officials,
airline employees, local police, Coast
Guard members, medical examiners,
grief counselors, and citizens from all
over the country who volunteer their
time and energy have worked self-
lessly. Even though they have been
burdened by very heavy hearts because
of the grim work they are doing, they
keep at the job.

I urge all Americans, Mr. Speaker, to
acknowledge these continuing efforts
on Long Island and to express pride in
the spirit that makes our country so
great.

REPUBLICANS AND MEDICARE

(Mr. BONIOR asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)
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Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, last year
NEWT GINGRICH said he wanted Medi-
care to wither on the vine. At the time,
both Mr. GINGRICH and his spokes-
person, Tony Blankley, said he was re-
ferring to Medicare fee-for-service. But
now the Republicans are trying to re-
write history. Thirteen separate times
the Gingrich Republicans voted to cut
Medicare for tax breaks for the
wealthiest individuals and corporations
in America. Now they are trying to run
away from their record. | suppose next
they will tell us that Bob Dole did vote
for Medicare back in 1965.

This is one more attempt, I might
add, Mr. Speaker, by the Republicans
to shut down voices. When seniors tried
to speak out against Medicare cuts,
they were arrested. Now that the labor
movement, which has been the cham-
pion of working people, has had the
courage to tell the truth about the
Gingrich agenda and speak out for
working families most affected by
these cuts, Republicans are trying to
silence them.

Republicans can try to shut down
voices all they want to, because they
are never going to be able to shut down
the truth.

INTRODUCTION OF LEGISLATION
TO USE CECIL FIELD AS A SITE
FOR A VA NATIONAL CEMETERY
AND DEVELOPMENT OF A LONG
TERM CARE FACILITY

(Mr. STEARNS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, the hon-
orable minority whip knows that the
Speaker was not talking about Medi-
care. He was talking about the Health
Care Financing Administration. And in
the book *“‘Putting People First,” by
Mr. GorE and President Clinton, they
talked about scrapping the Health Care
Financing Administration just as the
Speaker did. Now they are accusing the

Speaker of talking about Medicare
when he was not.
Mr. Speaker, in 1993, Cecil Field

Naval Air Station was approved for clo-
sure by the President and this Con-
gress. The base has long served the
military community of Jacksonville,
FL, and its surrounding area.

In order to continue to serve our vet-
erans, | am proposing a bill that would
designate 1,500 acres of Cecil Field for a
veterans cemetery as well as convert
the current barracks into a veterans
nursing home. Florida’s total veterans
population is the second largest in the
country and it needs these facilities.
So | hope my colleagues will help me
to sponsor this new bill to help Cecil
Field develop a cemetery for veterans.

Mr. Speaker, in 1993, Cecil Field Naval Air
Station was approved for closure by the Presi-
dent and this Congress. This base has long
served the military community of Jacksonville,
FL, and its surrounding areas. In order to con-
tinue to serve our military veterans, | am pro-
posing a bill that will designate 1,500 acres of
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Cecil Field for a veterans cemetery, as well as
convert the current barracks into a veterans
nursing home. Florida’s total veterans popu-
lation is the second largest in the country, with
over 274,000 veterans within a 100 mile ra-
dius of Cecil Field. The barracks are currently
in use, housing naval officers and enlisted per-
sonnel, and could easily be converted to a
nursing home facility for veterans. It is a trag-
edy that many veterans who fought to secure
our freedom, have had to suffer and some-
times die at home because there was not
enough room in the current VA facilities. Like-
wise, the cemetery would require very little
money to start up, and would provide those
who valiantly fought for this country with a
proper burial. Please join me and support this
bill to use our current resources for the good
of our veterans.

CUTS IN MEDICARE

(Ms. McCARTHY asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Ms. McCCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, Con-
gress must act to ensure that the Medi-
care Program remains solvent for cur-
rent beneficiaries as well as future gen-
erations. Cuts in the House leadership
Medicare proposal would result in re-
ductions to our seniors by decreasing
services and increasing costs.

The House leadership proposal in-
cludes provisions that would allow doc-
tors to charge seniors more out-of-
pocket costs and medical savings ac-
counts which would further exacerbate
the program’s solvency. We must re-
main committed to ensuring that sen-
iors have access to high quality, afford-
able health services. It is time for Con-
gress to get serious about protecting
Medicare. We should establish an inde-
pendent bipartisan commission to ana-
lyze these issues and provide rec-
ommendations to Congress that would
protect the long-term solvency of this
program.

Let us solve the Medicare problem by
working in a bipartisan method to get
the job done, not have it wither on the
vine as the Speaker would have it.

THE TRUTH ABOUT MEDICARE

(Mr. KINGSTON asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, there
is an old saying that when you cannot
dazzle people with your brilliance, you
baffle them with your bull. Certainly
that seems to be the theme of the Dem-
ocrat Party today, . .. one after the
other, saying that the Speaker said
Medicare should wither on the vine.

They know, as do their AFL-CIO
comrades, that the statement was that
HCFA, the Health Care Financing Ad-
ministration, would wither on the vine.
This thing is so important that even
television stations have taken this
AFL-ClIO-Democrat ad off the air be-
cause it is a lie.

It is amazing, when they speak with
such forked tongue, that they come up
here and ask for bipartisanship . . . .
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The other thing that they are saying
is that the Republican plan cuts Medi-
care. The Republican plan goes from
$190 to $304 billion. I wish that my
Democrat friends would join me in in-
creasing Medicare from $5,000 to $7,000
per person. It would be great if they
would like to join us in increasing and
protecting and preserving Medicare. |
ask them to . . . join us in true reform.

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Speaker, | de-
mand that the gentleman’s words be
taken down.

O 1030
PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, | have a parliamentary in-
quiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore [Mr.
HAYWORTH]. The gentleman will state
his parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Is the
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. KINGS-
TON] required to be seated during this
time?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman is correct. The gentleman from
Georgia will be seated.

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent to withdraw any
reference from my speech to lying.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Georgia?

There was no objection.

The demand was withdrawn.

SAY “NO” TO PAYOFFS FOR
LAYOFFS

(Mr. SANDERS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Speaker, in a
time when this Congress is proposing
huge cuts in Medicare, and Medicaid,
and education, environmental protec-
tion, veterans programs, it is abso-
lutely insane that we continue to pro-
vide $125 billion a year in corporate
welfare, tax breaks and subsidies which
go to some of the largest, the most
profitable corporations in America, and
that is why | am delighted that last
month legislation which | offered with
the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
SMITH] passed this body and would take
a major bite out of one of the most out-
rageous examples of corporate welfare,
and that is the billions of dollars in
Pentagon subsidies which taxpayers
are providing to huge defense contrac-
tors, subsidies which, if my colleagues
can believe it, are providing incentives
to merge their companies and in the
process lay off tens of thousands of
American workers.

Yes, that is what we are doing: Tax-
payer subsidies are going for payoffs
for layoffs, to lay off tens of thousands
of American workers.

Mr. Speaker, while this important
legislation passed the House unfortu-
nately it did not pass the Senate, and
it will be going to conference commit-
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tee. My hope is that this body will urge
our conferees to say no to payoffs, for
layoffs.

REPUBLICANS WANT COMMON-
SENSE REFORM OF THE WEL-
FARE SYSTEM

(Mrs. SEASTRAND asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. SEASTRAND. Mr. Speaker,
most people probably think that wel-
fare is temporary, that people are on it
for a few months and then move on to
a job. This is not the case. The average
stay on welfare is 13 years.

Mr. Speaker, that is plainly unac-
ceptable. When we place people on wel-
fare for year after year after year, you
are not helping them you are hurting
them. If a person is healthy and is able
to work, they should work, period. It is
reprehensible that our Government has
devised a welfare system that pays peo-
ple not to work.

Republicans have made it very clear
that we want serious, commonsense re-
form of the welfare system. We want to
emphasize work, we want to restore
power to the States, and we want to en-
courage personal responsibility. Presi-
dent Bill Clinton says he wants the
very same things.

I hope the President joins us in re-
forming welfare so that it does not be-
come a way of life and people are not
trapped on it for 13 years.

WHICH STATEMENT OF THE
SPEAKER’S ARE WE TO BELIEVE?

(Mr. KLINK asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. KLINK. Mr. Speaker, let me just
refer again, since we have had some
dispute as to who is being truthful and
who is misrepresenting the truth, the
exact quote from Speaker GINGRICH,
who said:

We don’t get rid of it in round one because
we don’t think that’s politically smart and
we don’t think that’s the right way to go
through a transition period, but we believe
it’s going to wither on the vine because we
think people are voluntarily going to leave
it

My colleagues on the Republican side
would now say that he was referring to
the Health Care Finance Administra-
tion. Who is going to voluntarily leave
the Health Care Finance Administra-
tion except maybe a handful of dis-
gruntled bureaucratic employees who
do not want to work there any more?

When they talk about leaving it, the
it is Medicare. We are talking about
fee-for-service Medicare, indeed.

The Speaker himself, quoted in the
Atlanta Journal and Constitution 3
days after this quote was in the Wash-
ington Post, said that he was in fact
referring to fee-for-service Medicare
which he believed seniors would leave
if they will have managed care.
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We have to wonder which statement
of the Speaker’s we are to believe.

CONGRESS IS NOT GOING TO CUT
MEDICARE NO MATTER WHAT
ANYBODY SAYS

(Mr. CALLAHAN asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Speaker, to
those thousands of American senior
citizens around the country that might
be watching this today, | want to tell
them that we are having a lot of fun
seemingly at their expense. We have
some people who are more interested in
the Presidential race or in their own
congressional races. We have some peo-
ple that are using these props and some
people even making up things. But to
alleviate any fears that may he had in
the future about this Congress cutting
Medicare, I am a member of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, and | have
spoken to Democrats and Republicans
on the committee, and | will guarantee
everyone that we are not going to cut
Medicare under any circumstance.

So listen to the debate, listen to
what they have to say, keep in mind
what they are saying. But if Americans
want to go visit their grandchildren
today, then they should go visit their
grandchildren because SONNY CAL-
LAHAN can say unequivocally that this
Congress, the next Congress, or the fol-
lowing Congress is not going to cut
Medicare no matter what anybody
says.

SUPPORT INCREASED FUNDING
FOR THE LEGAL SERVICES COR-
PORATION

(Mrs. LOWEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Speaker, | rise
today to voice my strong support for
the Legal Services Corp. The funding
cuts contained in the Commerce-Jus-
tice-State appropriations bill that we
are considering today will force the
Legal Services Corp. to abandon many
of the critical legal services that it
provides to poor women, particularly
victims of domestic violence.

in 1995, legal services programs han-
dled over 59,000 cases in which clients
sought legal protection from abusive
spouses and over 9,300 cases involving
neglected, abused, and dependent juve-
niles. In fact, family law—which in-
cludes domestic violence cases—makes
up one-third of the 1.7 million cases
handled by legal services programs
each year.

Let me tell my colleagues the story
of one women who received help from a
legal services program. To escape an
abusive husband, this woman took her
three children and fled to Texas. The
husband followed her, beat her up, and
held a gun to her head and threatened
to kill her.
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Let us support the increase for legal
services. Let us not cut it for women
like this one.

MOURNING THE PASSING OF THE
HONORABLE HAMILTON FISH OF
NEW YORK

(Mrs. KELLY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs. KELLY. Mr. Speaker, | rise this
morning to mourn the passing of my
friend and distinguished Member of
this institution, the Honorable Hamil-
ton Fish of New York. Ham epitomized
the concept of public service. He rep-
resented the 19th Congressional Dis-
trict of New York for 26 years. | had
the pleasure of working with him for
many years and came to know him for
his dedication to truth and the dignity
of public service. He was a true gen-
tleman and my friend for 26 years. He
left me large shoes to fill in the 19th
Congressional District.

Mr. Speaker, this institution is often
judged by its problems as a whole or by
the misdeeds of a few, but seldom by
the virtues of its individual Members.
Hamilton Fish carried out his work
with dignity and respect and rep-
resented the very best of this institu-
tion. Our thoughts and prayers go to
his wife MaryAnn and his family. We
will miss you, Ham.

BOB DOLE NEEDS MORE THAN
BRAN MUFFINS TO KEEP HIS
CAMPAIGN MOVING

(Mr. SCHUMER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, today’s
Washington Post reported that Bob
Dole is the picture of physical health
for a man 73 years of age, but his elec-
toral health is another matter. No
matter how physically fit Bob Dole
may be at age 73, the American voter
will not support tobacco for Kids,
choice for no one, and assault weapons
for everyone, and so to restore his po-
litical health Candidate Dole has now
had to flip-flop. Bob Dole said ciga-
rettes were not addictive and now ad-
mits they are. Bob Dole’s 35-year
antichoice record is replaced by the
protolerance candidate today.

Repealing the assault weapons ban
was a top priority when Dole was in the
Senate. Now he says he might veto the
same bill. The flip-flops have gotten so
bad his political health has reached
critical.

His handlers have reportedly forbid-
den Bob Dole from speaking to report-
ers without a script. And next week, in
the ultimate desperation move, Can-
didate Dole will unveil a pie-in-the-sky
tax cut and abandon his pledge to bal-
ance the budget.

That is right, another flip-flop.

Bob Dole’s physical health may be
OK, but he will need a lot more than

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

bran muffins to get his campaign mov-
ing.

GENUINE WELFARE REFORM

(Mr. TORKILDSEN asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. TORKILDSEN. Mr. Speaker, the
time has come for President Clinton to
show some leadership on welfare re-
form. If he really wants genuine wel-
fare reform, if he really wants to end
welfare as we know it, he will sign the
bipartisan welfare plan when it reaches
his desk.

Genuine welfare reform focuses on
work, not welfare. It requires delin-
quent parents to make child care pay-
ments to support their children and
also to relieve the taxpayers of that
burden. Genuine welfare reform means
no more welfare for illegal aliens and
felons. Genuine welfare reform restores
power and flexibility to the States, and
genuine welfare reform encourages per-
sonal responsibility.

Mr. Speaker, the House has passed
welfare reform, and the Senate is ex-
pected to do so today. Congress has
shown the necessary leadership to pass
this bill. President Clinton should do
the same and sign the genuine welfare
reform bill.

REPUBLICAN MAJORITY TRYING
TO REWRITE HISTORY

(Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, the Republican majority last
night and today; we have all heard it,
is trying to rewrite history. In fact we
heard it again this morning where they
are trying, the Republican colleague,
my Republican colleague is trying to
rewrite it. Their method of operation is
to threaten possible libel suits against
television stations that run commer-
cials that accurately reflect what the
Speaker’s views on Medicare are. The
logic is: ““If you can’t beat them, then
prevent them from broadcasting.”’

The question is whether the Speaker
of the House said Republicans planned
for Medicare to ‘“‘wither on the vine.”
After he made that famous speech last
year, it was not quite clear, and yet re-
porters asked the Speaker’s press sec-
retary for clarification. He confirmed
to a reporter that the Speaker meant
the fee-for-service medicine.

Fee-for-service medicine, that is
Medicare. That is not some change in
interpretation a year later.

Later, in a town hall meeting in his
district the Speaker said he was refer-
ring to the “‘fee-for-service portion of
Medicare.”” That sounds to me like
Medicare that most of the country is
familiar with.

Mr. Speaker, the Republican major-
ity says the Democrats and the media
are lying to the American people. But
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the record shows that the Speaker’s
words are what is getting Republicans
in trouble.

WE MUST REFORM WELFARE

(Mr. WELLER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, let me
tell my colleagues, we all came to
Washington to change how Washington
works, and one of the most basic, fun-
damental changes we need to bring, of
course, is reforming our welfare sys-
tem.

Between 1965 and 1994, America’s tax-
payers have spent $5.4 trillion on wel-
fare, and what have we gotten? A failed
welfare system.

Who suffers the most under welfare
today? The children of our Nation.

In fact, as a result of our failed wel-
fare programs are high rates of juvenile
crime, more children living in poverty
than ever before and higher rates of
teenage illegitimacy.

Our current welfare system has
failed.

Just last week this House passed real
welfare reform, welfare reform that
emphasizes work and family and re-
sponsibility. Twice now we have passed
and sent to the President real welfare
reform that emphasizes work and fam-
ily and responsibility, and President
Clinton vetoed it twice.

Well, let us send it again. Let us send
real welfare reform that emphasizes
work and family responsibility. Let us
hope that the third time is the charm.
Let us hope the President signs the bill
this time. We need welfare reform.

THE REPUBLICAN ECONOMIC
AGENDA

(Mrs. CLAYTON asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, since
President Clinton took office, the defi-
cit has been on a steady decline, now
estimated by both CBO and OMB as
somewhere between $117 billion. Con-
gress has had a real opportunity to
ease the economic burdens faced by so
many American citizens.

Today the Republicans are gathering
for an economic forum. That is indeed
encouraging. However, the gentleman
from Georgia [Mr. GINGRICH] has been
quoted as stating that their idea is ‘“‘to
boost the growth and restore the Amer-
ican dream through capital gains re-
lief.”” That is discouraging.

The Nation has clearly rejected poli-
cies that simply help only the rich and
forget the rest.

I urge my Republican colleagues as
they assemble today to consider all
America, not just those who make over
$100,000 a year, but all Americans. We
can help working Americans by provid-
ing tax breaks for educating our col-
lege students, by raising the minimum
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wage, by passing a bipartisan health
insurance reform, and now enacting
tax relief for both low-income and mid-
dle-income families.

REPUBLICAN MAJORITY
THE PEOPLE’'S WILL,
CIALLY THE SENIORS

(Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speak-
er, | want to take a moment just to re-
view some of the progress that has
been made by the Republican majority
in this Congress to do what is the peo-
ple’s will and especially with regard to
our senior citizens, Mr. Speaker.

In this House, the Representatives
have passed legislation to roll back the
1993 tax on Social Security. We have
also had legislation that we passed
here in the House to raise the income
eligibility levels from $11,280 a year to
$30,000 over the next 5 years without
deductions from Social Security, and it
is the same Republican majority trying
to save Medicare, and we will accom-
plish that by making sure we remove
the fraud, waste, and abuse.

Thirty billion dollars a year is what
the figure is on fraud, waste, and
abuse. By passing legislation which
will, in fact, make it a crime to double
bill or overbill the Government for
that $30 billion in fraud, waste, and
abuse, we will have the funds ready and
available for this generation of seniors
and the next generation of seniors so
that health care for seniors will be pre-
served.

DOING
ESPE-

REPUBLICANS SAVING MEDICARE?

(Mr. WISE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, let us jump
into this Medicare debate because | am
fascinated to hear about my colleagues
on the other side of the aisle saying
how they are saving Medicare. | say,
““Oh, don’t toss me that life preserver if
you’re going to be the lifeguard, be-
cause let’s talk about what they do.”

They say they are raising the amount
over 7 years from $5,000 to $7,000 per
beneficiary. What they do not tell us is
that roughly it would be $8,400 under
the present program, which means
beneficiaries will be paying several
hundred dollars more out of pocket. My
colleagues may not call that a cut. |
think they are going to call that a cut.

They relax some of the restrictions
on balanced billing. That means that
doctors can overcharge, charge more
than what Medicare will permit them
to charge. They will be relaxed in cer-
tain instances. | do not think that is a
big help. This is the same group that, if
my colleagues remember, earlier want-
ed to relax Federal nursing home
standards. We cannot have the Federal
Government involved in that, protect-
ing seniors, can we?
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So these are all issues. Incidentally,
do we want this Medicare reform to
really save Medicare? If that were the
case, we need far less in Medicare re-
ductions than what they are proposing.
No; it is to pay for a tax cut for the
wealthiest individuals in this country.
That is not saving Medicare.

NO MORE MEDICARE UNDER THE
REPUBLICANS

(Mr. VOLKMER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Speaker, as we
have heard here and as reports have
been made, the Republicans are trying
to rewrite history as far as what
Speaker GINGRICH said with regard to
Medicare. There is no question, it is in
the RECORD, what he did say:

We do not get rid of it in round one be-
cause we don’t think that that is politically
smart. We don’t think that is the right way
to go through a transition period. But we be-
lieve it is going to wither on the vine, be-
cause we think people are voluntarily going
to leave it.

That is what the Speaker said. Now
what does it mean? That means he is
getting rid of Medicare. That is the
way they voted. If we look at all the
bills they have passed through here in
regard to Medicare, in 7 years, folks,
there is not going to be any more Medi-
care.

Senior citizens out there are waking
up to it. They realize it. The Repub-
licans are trying to rewrite what the
Speaker said. They are trying to say
that that applies to HCFA. Mr. Speak-
er, that does not apply to HCFA. There
is not anybody leaving HCFA. There
are not any members of HCFA.

WHEN IT COMES TO MEDICARE,
THE DEMOCRATS ARE SCARED
TO DEATH TO GIVE CITIZENS
THE RIGHT TO CHOOSE

(Mr. THOMAS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman from Missouri failed to inform
the American people about one specific
word. In the Speaker’s quote he says,
“We don’t plan on getting rid of it.”
The question is, What is it? The gen-
tleman from Missouri tells us un-
equivocally it is the Medicare system.
He knows he is wrong.

Brooks Jackson on CNN exposed
what the Democrats are doing. If we
read the whole quote, what the Speak-
er was saying was that when seniors
have an option, when Medicare Iis
changed to allow seniors to choose the
system they want, the old-fashioned,
socialist, 1960’s top-heavy bureaucratic
system, will not be the one that seniors
choose. It will, in fact, wither away.
The only way to make sure that this
comes about is for seniors to have

July 23, 1996

choice. We had choice in the bill that
passed the House and the Senate and
that the President vetoed.

The Democrats are scared to death to
give the seniors the right to choose. If
they can choose, they would not choose
a bureaucratic system. That is what
the Speaker meant.

SOME ARE STILL PAYING FOR
THE 1993 TAX INCREASE

(Mr. BALLENGER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Speaker, | do
not know how many other people are in
the same situation | am, but when
taxes went up in 1993, and of course no-
body talks about the tax increase, but
a lot of us are with the people that
gave you the choice: You can pay up
immediately or you can spread it out
over 3 years.

| just got a notice from the Internal
Revenue Service that my third pay-
ment on the increase in taxes that
were passed in 1993 was due. How many
people in this country today are now
paying, finally, the ultimate increase
in taxes that was passed in 1993?

If the American people were to stop
and think about the notice that they
got in the mail saying ‘““Pay up, 1993 is
now due,” 1 think we would have a
whole bunch of people recognize that
that increase in taxes in 1993 ran over
a long period of time and some of us
are still paying.

PERMISSION FOR SUNDRY COM-
MITTEES AND THEIR SUB-
COMMITTEES TO SIT TODAY
DURING 5-MINUTE RULE

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that the following
committees and their subcommittees
be permitted to sit today while the
House is meeting in the Committee of
the Whole House under the 5-minute
rule: the Committee on Banking and
Financial Services; the Committee on
Government Reform and Oversight; the
Committee on International Relations;
the Committee on the Judiciary; the
Committee on National Security; the
Committee on Resources; the Commit-
tee on Science; and the Permanent Se-
lect Committee on Intelligence.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HAYWORTH). Is there objection to the
request of the gentlewoman from
Maryland?

There was no objection.

CORRECTIONS CALENDAR

The SPEAKER pro tempore. This is
the day for the call of the Corrections
Calendar.

The Clerk will call the bill on
Corrections Calendar.

the
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SAVINGS IN CONSTRUCTION ACT
OF 1996

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 2779)
to provide for soft-metric conversion,
and for other purposes.

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

H.R. 2779

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘““Savings in
Construction Act of 1995”.

SEC. 2. FINDINGS.

The Congress finds the following:

(1) The Metric Conversion Act of 1975 was
enacted in order to set forth the policy of the
United States to convert to the metric sys-
tem. Section 3 of that Act requires that each
Federal agency use the metric system of
measurement in its procurements, grants
and other business related activities, unless
that use is likely to cause significant cost or
loss of markets to United States firms, such
as when foreign competitors are producing
competing products in non-metric units.

(2) Currently, many Federal construction
contracting officers are requiring as a condi-
tion of obtaining Federal contracts that all
bidders must agree to use products measured
in round metric units, materials which are
known as ‘‘hard-metric’” products. This re-
quires retooling, substantial capitalization
costs, and other expensive production
changes for most construction firms and sup-
pliers to physically change the size of the
product.

(3) This ‘*hard-metric’ conversion require-
ment is often being imposed only for the pur-
pose of achieving rounded numbers, and
without regard to whether that method is
impractical or likely to cause significant
costs or a loss of markets to United States
firms.

(4) United States businesses that manufac-
ture basic construction products suffer great
upheaval by being forced to either convert to
hard-metric production, or be foreclosed
from effectively bidding on Federal or feder-
ally assisted projects.

(5) This ““hard-metric’ conversion require-
ment places domestic producers at a com-
petitive disadvantage with respect to foreign
producers; reduces the number of companies
that may compete for contracts with the
Federal Government; and forces manufactur-
ers to maintain double inventories of similar
but incompatible products.

(6) This ‘*hard-metric’’ conversion require-
ment raises the cost to taxpayers of Federal
construction projects, since the Federal Gov-
ernment is often required to pay additional
costs, known as a ‘‘metric premium,” to pro-
cure hard-metric products.

(7) “*Soft-metric”’ conversion would be a
less costly and less intrusive way of meeting
the goals of Section 3 of the Metric Conver-
sion Act of 1975. The product itself would re-
main the same size; its dimensions simply
would be expressed in metric units.

(8) As the application of the soft-metric
conversion mandates no change in the size of
the product, the goals of the Metric Conver-
sion Act of 1975 will be achieved without ex-
cessive economic upheaval.

SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS.

Section 4 of the Metric Conversion Act of
1975 (15 U.S.C. 205c) is amended—

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (2), (3), and
(4) as paragraphs (3), (6), and (8), respec-
tively;

(2) by inserting after paragraph (1) the fol-
lowing new paragraph:

““(2) ‘domestic manufacturer’ means a man-
ufacturer at least 51 percent of whose pro-
duction occurs in the United States;”’;
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(3) by inserting after paragraph (3), as so
redesignated by paragraph (1) of this section,
the following new paragraphs:

“(4) ‘hard-metric product’ means a mate-
rial or product that is—

““(A) produced as a result of a hard-metric
conversion; or

““(B) identical to a material or product de-
scribed in subparagraph (A), although origi-
nally produced in metric-based dimensions;

““(5) ‘hard-metric conversion’ means a con-
version that requires, in addition to the ex-
pression of the dimensions of a product
under the metric system of measurement, a
physical change in the size of that product
relative to the size of that product estab-
lished under existing production practices of
the appropriate industry;’’;

(4) by striking ‘““and” at the end of para-
graph (6), as so redesignated by paragraph (1)
of this section;

(5) by inserting after paragraph (6), as so
redesignated by paragraph (1) of this section,
the following new paragraph:

“(7) ‘industry’ has the meaning provided
that term by the Board by regulation;”’;

(6) by striking the period at the end of
paragraph (8), as so redesignated by para-
graph (1) of this section, and inserting in lieu
thereof a semicolon; and

(7) by adding at the end the following new
paragraphs:

““(9) ‘soft-metric product’ means a material
or product that is produced as a result of a
soft-metric conversion;

““(10) ‘soft-metric conversion’ means a con-
version that requires the expression of the
dimensions of a product under the metric
system of measurement without changing
the physical size of the product relative to
the size of that product established under ex-
isting production practices of the appro-
priate industry; and

““(11) ‘small business’ means a business
that would be a small business under the
Standard Industrial Classification codes and
size standards in section 121.601 of title 13 of
the Code of Federal Regulations as in effect
on the date of the enactment of this para-
graph.”.

SEC. 4. METRIC CONVERSION.

Section 12 of the Metric Conversion Act of
1975 (15 U.S.C. 205j-1) is amended by striking
subsection (b) and inserting in lieu thereof
the following new subsections:

““(b) No agency of the Federal Government
may develop, implement, or continue the use
of construction design or procurement guide-
lines that require the use of a hard-metric
product if a majority of the contracts that
would be proposed pursuant to such guide-
lines would be likely to result in a certifi-
cation described in subsection (c)(3)(A).

““(c) No agency of the Federal Government
may establish or apply a bidding require-
ment or preference with respect to any feder-
ally assisted construction contract that
specifies the use of a hard-metric product
if—

‘(1) the use of soft-metric product is tech-
nologically feasible; and

““(2) an appropriate representative (as se-
lected pursuant to subsection (d) of the in-
dustry that manufactures the product) noti-
fies the agency, within 30 days after enact-
ment of this Act, that the representative
makes certification or intends to make cer-
tification under paragraph (3)(A); and ei-
ther—

““(3) the certification establishes or will es-
tablish that—

““(A) such industry-specific or product-spe-
cific factors exist that—

“(i)(1) the product is not readily available
as a hard-metric product from 50 percent or
more of the domestic manufacturers in the
United States; or
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“(I1) a hard-metric product does not con-
stitute 50 percent or more of the total pro-
duction of that product by that industry;

“(ii) a hard-metric conversion would re-
quire domestic manufacturers that are small
businesses that produce the product to incur
capital outlays in an average amount greater
than $25,000 per manufacturer to invest in
new equipment to produce a hard-metric
product; and

“(iii)(1) based on the economic situation
and customs of the industry, any potential
offsetting benefits that could be achieved by
that industry by carrying out a hard metric
conversion to produce that product would be
negligible or

“(I1) hard metric conversion would sub-
stantially reduce competition for Federal
contracts and increase by 1 percent or more
the per unit cost of that product; or

“(111) hard metric conversion would create
a special hardship with respect to domestic
manufacturers that are small businesses by
placing those manufacturers at a competi-
tive disadvantage with respect to foreign
competitors; or

““(4) less that 180 days have elapsed after
the appropriate representative has been noti-
fied of a proposed contract specifying hard-
metric product.

‘“(d) The head of each agency of the Fed-
eral Government shall establish a list of ap-
propriate representatives of each industry
that may make a certification under sub-
section (c)(3)(A). The agency head shall up-
date that list on an annual basis. The list
shall include appropriate professional or
trade associations that are recognized as rep-
resenting the industries.

‘““(e) When an appropriate representative
submits a certification under subsection
(©)(3)(A), the representative shall also sub-
mit a list of domestic manufacturers that
have the capability to manufacture the prod-
uct that is the subject of the certification as
a soft-metric product.”.

COMMITTEE AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A
SUBSTITUTE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the committee
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute.

The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendment in the nature of a
substitute: strike out all after the enacting
clause and insert:

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘“Savings in
Construction Act of 1996”.

SEC. 2. FINDINGS.

The Congress finds the following:

(1) The Metric Conversion Act of 1975 was
enacted in order to set forth the policy of the
United States to convert to the metric sys-
tem. Section 3 of that Act requires that each
Federal agency use the metric system of
measurement in its procurements, grants
and other business related activities, unless
that use is likely to cause significant cost or
loss of markets to United States firms, such
as when foreign competitors are producing
competing products in non-metric units.

(2) Currently, many Federal agencies are
requiring as a condition of obtaining Federal
construction contracts that all bidders must
agree to use products measured in round
metric units, materials which are known as
““hard-metric”’ products. This can require re-
tooling, substantial capitalization costs, and
other expensive production changes for some
suppliers to physically change the size of the
product.

(3) This ‘*hard-metric’ conversion require-
ment has sometimes been imposed without
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appropriate regard to whether that method
is impractical or likely to cause significant
costs or a loss of markets to United States
firms.

(4) Some United States businesses that
manufacture basic construction products
suffer harm by being forced to convert to
hard-metric production, or by being fore-
closed from effectively bidding on Federal or
federally assisted projects.

(5) This ““hard-metric’ conversion require-
ment may place domestic producers at a
competitive disadvantage with respect to
foreign producers; may reduce the number of
companies that may compete for contracts
with the Federal Government; and may force
manufacturers to maintain double inven-
tories of similar but incompatible products.

(6) This ‘*hard-metric’’ conversion require-
ment has unnecessarily raised the cost to
the Government of some lighting and con-
crete masonry products and there is consen-
sus that relief is in order.

(7) While the Metric Conversion Act of 1975
currently provides an exception to metric
usage when impractical or when it will cause
economic inefficiencies, there is need for om-
budsmen and procedures to ensure the effec-
tive implementation of the exceptions.

(8) The changes made by this Act will ad-
vance the goals of the Metric Conversion Act
of 1975 while eliminating significant prob-
lems in its implementation.

SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS.

Section 4 of the Metric Conversion Act of
1975 (15 U.S.C. 205c) is amended—

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (2), (3), and
(4) as paragraphs (3), (6), and (7), respec-
tively;

(2) by inserting after paragraph (1) the fol-
lowing new paragraph:

““(2) ‘converted product’ means a material
or product that is produced as a result of a
hard-metric conversion;’’;

(3) by inserting after paragraph (3) the fol-
lowing new paragraphs:

“(4) ‘hard-metric’ means measurement, de-
sign, and manufacture using the metric sys-
tem of measurement, but does not include
measurement, design, and manufacture using
English system measurement units which
are subsequently reexpressed in the metric
system of measurement;

““(5) ‘hard-metric conversion’ means a con-
version that requires, in addition to the ex-
pression of the linear dimensions of a prod-
uct under the metric system of measure-
ment, a physical change in the size of that
product relative to the size of that product
established under the system of English
measurements in production practices of the
appropriate industry;’’;

(4) by striking ‘‘and’ at the end of para-
graph (6), as so redesignated by paragraph (1)
of this section;

(5) by striking the period at the end of
paragraph (7), as so redesignated by para-
graph (1) of this section, and inserting in lieu
thereof *“; and’’; and

(6) by adding at the end the following new
paragraph:

““(8) ‘small business’ has the meaning given
the term ‘small business concern’ in section
3 of the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 632).”.
SEC. 4. IMPLEMENTATION EXCEPTIONS.

The Metric Conversion Act of 1975 (15
U.S.C. 205a et seq.) is amended by inserting
after section 11 the following new section:

““SEC. 12. (a) In carrying out the policy set
forth in section 3 (with particular emphasis
on the policy set forth in paragraph (2) of
that section) a Federal agency may require
that specifications for structures or systems
of concrete masonry be expressed under the
metric system of measurement, but may not
require that concrete masonry units be con-
verted products.
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“(b) In carrying out the policy set forth in
section 3 (with particular emphasis on the
policy set forth in paragraph (2) of that sec-
tion) a Federal agency may not require that
lighting fixtures be converted products un-
less the predominant voluntary industry
consensus standards are hard-metric.”.

SEC. 5. OMBUDSMAN.

Section 12 of the Metric Conversion Act of
1975, as added by section 4 of this Act, is fur-
ther amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new subsection:

“(c)(1) The head of each executive agency
that awards construction contracts shall
designate a senior agency official to serve as
a construction metrication ombudsman who
shall be responsible for reviewing and re-
sponding to complaints from prospective bid-
ders, subcontractors, suppliers, or their des-
ignated representatives related to—

““(A) guidance or regulations issued by the
agency on the use of the metric system of
measurement in construction contracts; and

““(B) the use of the metric system of meas-
urement for products or materials required
for incorporation in individual construction
projects.

The construction metrication ombudsman
shall be independent of the contracting offi-
cer for construction contracts.

‘“(2) The ombudsman shall be responsible
for ensuring that the agency is not imple-
menting the metric system of measurement
in a manner that is impractical or is likely
to cause significant inefficiencies or loss of
markets to United States firms in violation
of the policy stated in section 3(2), or is oth-
erwise inconsistent with guidance issued by
the Secretary of Commerce in consultation
with the Interagency Council on Metric Pol-
icy.

*“(3) The ombudsman shall respond to each
complaint in writing within 30 days and
make a recommendation to the head of the
executive agency for an appropriate resolu-
tion thereto. In such a recommendation, the
ombudsman shall consider—

““(A) the availability of converted products
and hard metric production capacity of Unit-
ed States firms, or lack thereof;

““(B) retooling costs and capital investment
impacts;

““(C) the impact on small business;

‘(D) the impact on trade;

““(E) the impact on competition for Federal
contracts;

*“(F) the impact on jobs;

““(G) the impact on the competitiveness of
United States firms; and

““(H) the cost to the Federal Government.

‘“(4) After the head of the agency has ren-
dered a decision regarding a recommenda-
tion of the ombudsman, the ombudsman
shall be responsible for communicating the
decision to all appropriate policy, design,
planning, procurement, and notifying per-
sonnel in the agency. The ombudsman shall
conduct appropriate monitoring as required
to ensure the decision is implemented, and
may submit further recommendations, as
needed. The head of the agency’s decision on
the ombudsman’s recommendations, and any
supporting documentation, shall be provided
to affected parties and made available to the
public in a timely manner.”’.

Amend the title so as to read: “A bill to
provide for appropriate implementation of
the Metric Conversion Act of 1975 in Federal
construction projects, and for other pur-
poses.”’.

Mrs. MORELLA (during the reading).
Mr. Speaker, | ask unanimous consent
that the committee amendment in the
nature of a substitute be considered as
read and printed in the RECORD.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from Maryland?
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There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentlewoman from
Maryland [Mrs. MORELLA] and the gen-
tlewoman from Missouri [Ms. McCAR-
THY] will each be recognized for 30 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Maryland [Mrs. MORELLA].

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, the Committee on
Science has reported H.R. 2779, the
Savings in Construction Act of 1996, in-
troduced by the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. Cox] to the House for its
consideration under the Corrections
Day Calendar.

H.R. 2779 provides for the appropriate
implementation of the Metric Conver-
sion Act of 1975 in Federal construction
projects. The Metric Conversion Act, as
amended, requires that all Federal
agencies use the metric system in pro-
curements, grants, and other business-
related activities, except when such
use is impractical or is likely to cause
significant inefficiencies or loss of
markets to United States firms.

In the implementation of the act,
however, certain American construc-
tion industries have suffered an ad-
verse economic impact and the govern-
ment has had to incur additional costs
for using metric in certain Federal
construction projects. Therefore, there
is a need to correct the Metric Conver-
sion Act by providing for flexibility in
its implementation.

With H.R. 2779 we can achieve the
goals of the act in Federal construction
projects without closing project bids to
American companies, especially small
manufacturers who do not export and
who cannot afford to retool their pro-
duction facilities at great cost to
produce products which are identical
except for a slight change in size.

The Committee on Science has heard
testimony from these affected compa-
nies that, under the current implemen-
tation of the act, domestic producers
are at a competitive disadvantage with
respect to foreign metric producers.
The number of companies that compete
for contracts with the Federal Govern-
ment are reduced and manufacturers
are forced to maintain double inven-
tories of similar but incompatible
products.

Mr. Speaker, as chairman of the Sub-
committee on Technology which has
jurisdiction over our Nation’s tech-
nology and competitiveness policy, |
am a strong supporter of encouraging
the use of the metric system in the in-
terests of our Nation’s industrial com-
petitiveness in world markets. Despite
our current laws to promote metric,
the United States still remains the
only major industrialized country in
the world which does not predomi-
nantly use metric as the standard
measurement system.

Converting to the metric system is a
goal that Congress has wisely decided
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and should be fully supported. We must
continue to promote, sensibly and as
vigorously as possible, the metric sys-
tem to advance our Nation’s long-term
international competitiveness.

H.R. 2779 is a bill worthy of our sup-
port because it balances the need for
the Federal Government to maintain
our current efforts to promote metric
while providing for appropriate imple-
mentation of the Metric Conversion
Act in Federal construction projects.

Specifically, H.R. 2779 provides spe-
cific recourse for the concrete, ma-
sonry, and lighting industries in the
implementation of the act. The record
of the Committee on Science hearing
on this bill is clear, that these two in-
dustries are suffering a demonstrated
adverse economic impact under the
Metric Conversion Act which neces-
sitates immediate relief.

Second, the bill provides a mecha-
nism through the appointment of an
ombudsman in each executive branch
agency for other afflicted industries to
gain such relief in the future if in fact
needed. The ombudsman would be obli-
gated to balance harm to the industry
and objectively apply the flexibility of
the existing law to alleviate hardship.

I want to commend the sponsor of
this bill, the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. Cox], for his corrective legisla-
tion providing for this less costly and
less intrusive method of meeting the
goals of the Metric Conversion Act.

I also want to recognize the chair-
man of the Committee on Science, the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
WALKER], the committee’s ranking
member, the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. BRoOwN], and the ranking mem-
ber of the Subcommittee on Tech-
nology, the gentleman from Tennessee
[Mr. TANNER] for their bipartisan ef-
forts in reporting this legislation to
the House, and also the gentlewoman
from Missouri [Ms. MCCARTHY], who is
a member of the Subcommittee on
Technology, who is handling this bill
across the aisle.

Mr. Speaker, | urge all of my col-
leagues to support H.R. 2779, and | re-
serve the balance of my time.

Ms. MCCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, | commend our sub-
committee chairwoman, the gentle-
woman from Maryland [Mrs. MORELLA],
for her efforts on behalf of H.R. 2779; in
addition, our ranking member, the gen-
tleman from Tennessee [Mr. TANNER],
who worked diligently to make this
truly a substantial bipartisan effort
that shows the results of a great deal
of hard work on the part of members
on both sides of the aisle of the Com-
mittee on Science and on the sub-
committee, as well as the staffs of the
Office of Federal Procurement Policy,
the Department of Commerce, and the
General Services Administration.

While there are areas where we hope
the Senate will clarify our actions, the
problems with the original text that
led the administration initially to op-
pose the legislation, these areas have
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been resolved, Mr. Speaker. We appre-
ciate the flexibility of the gentleman
from California [Mr. Cox], who has
shown that the can be flexible in these
matters. He did not object to the cur-
rent version as the administration
sought, and we heartily support it.

Mr. Speaker, | will include as a gen-
eral leave statement for the RECORD
the more detailed views of the Commit-
tee on Science’s ranking Democratic
member, the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. BRowN], who has been a leader
on metric issues for over two decades.

Mr. Speaker, the current version of
H.R. 2779, the Savings in Construction
Act, deserves the bipartisan support of
this body, and while the gentleman
from California [Mr. BROwN], in his
support, believes that the Committee
on science’s actions have improved
H.R. 2779 substantially, he, too, wishes
that we use this legislation as an op-
portunity to develop a more imagina-
tive approach to measurements and
policy questions.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, | yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from California [Mr. Cox],
the sponsor of this bill.

Mr. COX of California. Mr. Speaker, |
thank the gentlewoman for yielding
time to me. Also, | thank the members
of the minority for their kind com-
ments and, more importantly, their
hard work in support of a very worth-
while venture.

I think it is also important to under-
score that almost to a person on the
Committee on Science, and | think
throughout our House of Representa-
tives and the other body, we are sup-
porters of the eventual conversion of
the United States to the metric sys-
tem. This is a decision taken by Con-
gress in 1975. It is a course to which we
are committed. It is an irrevocable
course.

But it has been 8 years since Con-
gress evaluated our progress in con-
verting to the metric system: how well
it is going, where are the short-
comings, and what is our long suit. We
have found some successes, but also
some problems. This bill, I think, will
help the conversion to the metric sys-
tem and deal with a significant prob-
lem.

Mr. Speaker, while many of us in
Congress, and | think, as | said, almost
all of us in Congress do support this
conversion to the metric system, |
should also point out that there are op-
ponents. There are people who for rea-
sons of history, heritage, or perhaps
even romance are more attached to the
system of pounds and ounces and
inches and feet that we all have be-
come so accustomed to here in Amer-
ica.

It is, in fact, very personal. | define
myself as a person who weighs 170
pounds. | am 5 feet 10 inches tall. |
took a run for 4 miles. These are parts
of our daily experience. It is a very per-
sonal matter. The truth is, almost the
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entire world outside of the United
States would not define me that way.
They are using a more efficient system,
frankly, of meters and grams. This is a
good thing.

We can learn from history. Back
when the Moors in Spain were intro-
ducing what we now call Arabic numer-
als to Europe, there was great resist-
ance to that, because Roman numerals
were in use everywhere. The trouble
was, you could not add up Roman num-
bers. You could not put them in col-
umns the way you can with Arabic nu-
merals.

Despite the great convenience of the
new system of Arabic numerals, there
was great suspicion. The change was
resisted, indeed for centuries, by Euro-
pean society. Some quarters thought
Arabic numerals were, in fact, the
work of the devil. But it was the shop-
keepers, the traders, and the mer-
chants who had to add up the numbers
every day who eventually caused soci-
ety to convert. That is the lesson of
history that we need to be mindful of
here today.

It will be our market system, our
global trading environment, that will
succeed in converting American indus-
try and American consumers, eventu-
ally, to the metric system. It will not
be sheer government edict.

Today with this legislation, the Sav-
ings in Construction Act, we are not at
all backing away from the metric sys-
tem. We are saying that we still want
people who bid on Federal construction
jobs to offer their bids in metric, but
we are taking advantage of one of the
features of the metric system that
makes it so superior to our old system
of feet and inches and so on that work
on different bases than base 10.
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If we have a base 10 system like the
metric system, you can work mar-
velously well in fractions. The govern-
ment, up until today, was telling some
bidders on Federal contracts not only
do they have to use the metric system
but everything had to be in a round
number. So every block, every board,
every shingle, every tile, every fixture,
every window would have to be in a
round metric unit.

What business is it of government
whether the American people in their
commerce use round numbers or not
for every measurement? It is good
enough that they are using metric
measurements as well as the old sys-
tem of pounds and ounces and feet and
yards, and so on. Rather than require
whole plants to retool, to remanufac-
ture these blocks and tiles and lighting
fixtures, and so on, we are letting the
government say, as purchaser, if it will
save the taxpayers a lot of money not
to have a wholesale retooling, then we
are going to save the money.

We had an experience with a Federal
courthouse where out of roughly $100
million, 20 percent was going to be
added cost from having building sup-
plies furnished in round metric units.
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So today we are saying occasionally
you can use fractions. As over time our
industries are more and more competi-
tive in the global environment, when
they discover that their customers in
France or in Germany or Japan will
not buy things unless they are manu-
factured in metric, then of course that
conversion will be brought about
through the market. The government
here is being very wise for a change.
We are correcting significant govern-
ment errors and mistakes that have oc-
curred and cost jobs in many, many in-
dustries.

I would just like to draw to my col-
leagues’ attention one example of a
firm in Wilmington, MA, a small com-
pany called Lightolier of Wilmington
that has manufactured light fixtures
for 70 years. They employ about 200
people. The general manager of the
plant told a local newspaper that their
equipment could not produce fixtures
in round metric units unless they re-
tooled it at a cost of about $4.5 million.
But they did not have $4.5 million in a
plant of 200 workers. So their alter-
native was not to bid at all on these
jobs. Because they would lose the
work, they also would lose the jobs.

Of course, our foreign competitors do
not have this problem over in Germany
or Japan. So what government was
doing was giving foreign competitors
an advantage over our United States
firms. This was a mistake. It is a mis-
take that we will fix with our legisla-
tion today. We will save a great deal of
money in the process.

Mr. Speaker, | want to commend
once again our chairman, our ranking
member, and all of the people who
worked so hard on this, but most of all
the gentlewoman from Maryland [Mrs.
MORELLA], for making this corrections
day bill such a success. | expect that it
will pass with flying colors.

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, | yield
2Y> minutes to the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. TORKILDSEN].

Mr. TORKILDSEN. | thank the gen-
tlewoman for yielding me this time,
and | applaud her leadership and the
leadership of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia in getting this bill to the floor.

Mr. Speaker, | rise in strong support
of H.R. 2779, the Soft Metric Conver-
sion Act of 1996. This bill clarifies the
1975 Metric Act that required Federal
construction projects to use a hard
metric system. This bill enables com-
panies that use soft metric conversion
over hard metric conversion where ap-
plicable, and this will save many jobs
in our country.

The 1975 act mandated the use of gov-
ernment-specific hard metric, custom
sized products. Often these mandated
products would have no market use at
all except for the Federal Government.
It would require retooling and the pur-
chase of new expensive machinery by
firms wishing to enter into a contract
with the Federal Government. Many
U.S. firms are unable to meet these in-
creased costs of retooling, which are 15
to 20 percent higher than the standard
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method used now. These firms are
missing out on the opportunity to do
business with the Federal Government.

As the gentleman from California
mentioned, one such company is in my
district, the Lightolier Co., a company
that makes light fixtures and is lo-
cated in Wilmington, MA and employs
200 people. Recently | toured Lightolier
and met with many of the employees
there. Lightolier cannot afford the
multi-million dollar cost of retooling
to these arbitrary requirements.

In the past Lightolier had a steady
flow of Federal Government contracts.
Currently the company has had to turn
down opportunities to bid on these con-
tracts that require this hard metric
conversion. Recently the company had
to lay off 35 people.

If the Federal Government had not
required these hard metric conversion
standards, Lightolier may have been
able to keep these jobs through secured
Federal contracts. This bill when it
passes will allow companies like
Lightolier to be competitive again and
bid on contracts with the Federal Gov-
ernment.

In addition to that, another interest-
ing point that was mentioned in
Lightolier had asked their competitors
over the border in Canada what stand-
ard would you adopt, because Canada
has obviously been in the metric sys-
tem for some time. They said that the
Canadian competition would still be
manufacturing to the same size that
Lightolier had been prohibited from
submitting as a bid to the Federal Gov-
ernment.

The International Brotherhood of
Electrical Workers estimates that H.R.
2779 will have an impact on 25,000
American jobs that would be threat-
ened otherwise.

Mr. Speaker, | urge my colleagues to
correct this problem and pass this bill
today.

Ms. McCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, | re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, | yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi [Mr. WICKER].

(Mr. WICKER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. WICKER. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the chairman of the subcommittee for
her leadership and for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Speaker, | am pleased to rise in
support of the Savings in Construction
Act, which | am pleased to have co-
sponsored along with my friend from
California. This bill is consistent with
bringing back common sense to regula-
tions regarding metric design and la-
beling of products used in new Federal
construction.

The fundamental issue here involves
whether to require soft metric conver-
sion where inches are converted to mil-
limeters or centimeters on existing
products or to require hard metric con-
version where products must be rede-
signed to arrive at rounded metric di-
mensions.
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Under current GSA regulations, man-
ufacturers of a few products, such as
concrete blocks and lighting fixtures,
must produce their products in hard
metric dimensions for Federal con-
struction. To illustrate, a typical fluo-
rescent lighting fixture is 4 feet by 2
feet. Tens of millions of these fixtures
are used throughout the United States
in these dimensions. Soft metric con-
version would mean relabeling these
lighting fixtures as 609.6 millimeters by
304.8 millimeters, a simple and inex-
pensive approach.

Instead, this industry is being re-
quired—as a condition of doing busi-
ness with the Government—to com-
pletely retool their operations to
produce fixtures in hard metric, meas-
uring 600 by 300 millimeters, and only
for products used in Federal construc-
tion projects. The products are not any
better, but they just sound better to
the Federal regulators.

Mr. Speaker, Congress has already
seen fit to provide exceptions in the
amended Metric Conversion Act to this
hard metric requirement when produc-
tion costs for hard metric conversion
were too high. This bill simply puts
teeth into these exceptions by provid-
ing a mechanism by which soft metric
standards can be substituted.

Without this legislation, bids on all
Federal projects for these products will
be left to only a very few of the largest
manufacturers, leaving a very in com-
petitive marketplace. In other words,
this corrections day bill is good for
competition and will save money for
the taxpayers.

Mr. Speaker, this is a good bill, it is
commonsense legislation, and | urge
my colleagues to vote for the bill.

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, | yield
2 minutes to the gentlewoman from Ne-
vada [Mrs. VUCANOVICH], who actually
chaired the task force on corrections
day.

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, |
thank the gentlewoman from Maryland
for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, | am pleased to rise
today in support of H.R. 2779, the 17th
bill brought to the floor this session
under the corrections day process.

The Corrections Day Calendar has
just passed its first year anniversary.
Since the commencement of correc-
tions day, eight bills have been signed
into law by the President, and eight
bills have passed the House and are
waiting further action in the Senate. |
believe we are compiling a record of
success, and that the Corrections Cal-
endar will continue to be relied upon
by the House.

The American people are demanding
a more responsive Government, and
corrections day is a key part in meet-
ing their demands. H.R. 2779, the Soft
Metric Conversion Act, would prohibit
agencies from requiring contractors to
convert masonry and lighting fixtures
into hard metric sizes. This legislation
would provide specific relief to the con-
crete masonry and lighting industries
that have suffered an adverse economic
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impact under the Metric Conversion
Act of 1975. | believe that the bill we
are considering today is a good exam-
ple of how the corrections day process
works to correct outdated regulations
that place financial burdens on many
industries in the United States.

I would like to thank the members of
the Corrections Day Advisory Group. |
also want to recognize Chairman
WALKER, Mr. Cox, and the Science
Committee for the expedient and hard
work they did to get this bill to the
floor. I am hopeful that the Senate will
recognize the need for quick action and
send this bill to the President without
delay.

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, | yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. CALVERT], who is the vice
chair of the Subcommittee on Tech-
nology of the Committee on Science.

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Speaker, | would
like to thank my good friend, CHRIS
Cox, for his foresight and hard work on
this important piece of legislation. In
addition, 1 would also thank sub-
committee Chair MORELLA for shep-
herding this bill through the Science
Committee.

In many cases hard metric conver-
sion requires plants to retool their fa-
cilities to produce a product that is in
no way improved. It is merely a slight-
ly different dimension.

In the construction industry, vir-
tually no domestic U.S. manufacturers
produce hard metric products.

Only Canadian and other foreign
firms have the production capacity to
produce sufficient hard metric prod-
ucts.

H.R. 2779 would put teeth into the
Metric Conversion Act’s impractical,
inefficient, loss of markets limitation
by providing a mechanism by which a
soft metric standard could be sub-
stituted when problems arise.

It does not seek to prevent a metric
conversion for Federal projects. This
bill clarifies the law to more closely
pursue its intent, providing for the
most efficient and least costly conver-
sion possible.

H.R. 2779 has broad bipartisan sup-
port. Vice President GORE’s National

Performance Review recommended
that Federal agencies avoid Govern-
ment-unique products and require-

ments due to excessive expense and
delays.

H.R. 2779 will do just that. It will
eliminate the burdensome hard metric
requirement in Federal construction.
This alone will reduce Federal con-
struction costs by 15 to 20 percent.

I urge my colleagues to support this
important bipartisan proposal.

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, | yield
1 minute to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Georgia [Mr. CHAMBLISS].

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. Speaker, | ap-
preciate the recognition by the gentle-
woman from Maryland and | particu-
larly appreciate the gentleman from
California who introduced this bill. |
was very proud to cosponsor it.

Mr. Speaker, this is another of the
commonsense reforms that this Con-
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gress is trying to make with laws that
we have on the books right now. This is
simply a way to look at a law that
really is not just an inconvenience on
those folks who are trying to bid on
Federal projects, but it is an inconven-
ience and a mandate on those folks
that really causes an increase in cost
to the ultimate consumer, which is the
taxpayer.

Mr. Speaker, | rise in support of this
bill, and | ask its passage.

0O 1115

Ms. MCCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, | would like to com-
mend the gentleman from California
[Mr. Cox] for this support of the metric
system, and again all who worked on
the Committee on Science and various
agencies, for coming together in this
bipartisan effort.

As the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
EHLERS], a member of our Committee
on Science, so eloquently pointed out
during our committee deliberations on
this bill, our Nation’s failure to adopt
the metric system of measurement in a
timely manner has cost United States
companies millions of dollars in lost
trade opportunities. This situation is
ongoing and it has the potential to get
worse.

We need to work together for effec-
tive metric conversion to close the
trade imbalance that now exists. We
can increasingly expect our trading
partners to require American exports
to their countries to be designed and
manufactured using the internation-
ally accepted metric system of meas-
urement.

H.R. 2779 exempts small companies
from metric usage, and this approach is
just one possible solution to the one
that represents a can’t-do rather than
a can-do attitude. With more time, we
could look for ways to solve problems
while advancing the cause of
metrication. We need to continue to
work together to help small businesses
to participate in international trade.

Mr. Speaker, perhaps the Senate will
have the time to make a conscious ef-
fort to improve our work on this bill.
Then we will be able to feel com-
fortable that the entire Congress did
its best to meet the long-term needs of
the companies we are trying to help. |
urge support of this measure.

Mr. Speaker, | yield back the balance
of my time.

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself 1 minute.

Mr. Speaker, | simply want to com-
mend the gentleman from California
[Mr. Cox] for authoring this bill, and
the Subcommittee on Technology for
working in such a bipartisan manner,
the full Committee on Science, the cor-
rections committee, and urge my col-
leagues to support a good bipartisan
bill that is certainly going to assist a
number of the companies in our great
country.

Mr. HASTERT. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in
strong support of H.R. 2779, the Savings in
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Construction Act. I'd like to thank our distin-
guished chairs, Mrs. MORELLA and Mr. WALK-
ER, as well as Ranking Member BROWN for
moving this bill quickly through the Science
Committee.

Most of all, I'd like to thank my good friend,
the chairman of the Republican Policy Com-
mittee, Mr. Cox, for all his hard work on this
legislation. When the gentleman from Califor-
nia learned about the thousands of American
jobs that could be lost, and the millions of tax
dollars that would be wasted pursuing a hard
metric standard, he responded by crafting this
commonsense, bipartisan piece of legislation.

Mr. Speaker, as part of the Metric Conver-
sion Act of 1975, the Congress required each
Federal agency to “use the metric system of
measurement in its procurements, grants, and
other business related activities” but with the
important exception of not mandating its use
when “such use is impractical or is likely to
cause significant inefficiencies or loss of mar-
kets to United States firms.” Thus, under this
law, it seems clear that Federal agencies
should seek to use a soft metric standard—for
example, requiring that building materials be
measured in metric units. This is certainly a
reasonable policy.

However, a number of Federal agencies
have exceeded the intent of the Metric Con-
version Act and are now seeking to apply a
universal hard metric standard to purchases of
certain construction materials by the Federal
Government. A hard metric standard stipulates
that not only must materials be measured in
the metric system, but that they must also be
manufactured in round metric dimensions. In
many cases, this would require plants manu-
facturing construction materials to completely
retool their production facilities, and rework
their product line to produce a product with
slightly different dimensions.

This expensive process would satisfy only
the needs and desires of a few Government
bureaucrats, not the demands of the free mar-
ket. Since Federal contracts account for only
about 5 percent of the construction industry,
only the biggest firms will go to the expense
of retooling. This would effectively eliminate
hundreds of American small businesses from
competition for Federal contracts. The exclu-
sion of these small businesses from the mar-
ket will result in less competition, fewer bids
on contracts, and greater costs to the Amer-
ican taxpayer. What's worse, in seeking to
apply a hard metric standard, some Federal
agencies are ignoring the direct warning of the
Metric Act not to do so in cases where it
would be impractical, inefficient, or result in a
potential loss of markets.

Mr. Speaker, through the corrections proc-
ess, H.R. 2779 addresses this problem by tak-
ing the existing metric law and giving it teeth.
It requires the Government to use common
sense in its purchasing decisions, and allows
the free market to play a bigger role. It will
prevent Federal bureaucrats from arbitrarily
imposing a hard metric requirement for Fed-
eral contracts on key industries providing con-
struction materials for Federal construction
projects. It also creates the position of metric
ombudsman, who will make decisions regard-
ing future metric implementation using some
basis commonsense standards: the availability
of hard metric products, the impact on Amer-
ican jobs, the competitiveness of American
firms, and the cost to the United States tax-
payer.
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Mr. Speaker, | strongly urge my colleagues
on both sides of the aisle to support this com-
monsense legislation. By passing H.R. 2779,
Congress can act to enhance the competitive-
ness of American industry, protect small busi-
nesses, save thousands of union jobs from
foreign competition, and save the American
taxpayer money. | urge my colleagues to sup-
port this bipartisan bill. | yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Speaker, |
rise with mixed emotions on the bill H.R. 2779,
the Savings in Construction Act. While | be-
lieve that the Science Committee’s actions
have improved H.R. 2779 substantially, | re-
gret that we did not use this legislation to de-
velop a more imaginative approach to meas-
urement policy questions.

At the outset, | also want to make sure our
colleague from Tennessee, Mr. TANNER re-
ceives credit for the pivotal role he played in
the improvements in H.R. 2779. His March 5
letter to Under Secretary of Commerce Mary
Good, which was co-signed by most of the
other committee Democrats, began the chain
of events which has permitted this bill to move
forward. The end results of his efforts are a
more favorable atmosphere within the admin-
istration for the concrete block and recessed
lighting industries and the improved legislative
language now before us. This bill is no longer
harmful to the Federal procurement process,
and its potential damage to our national policy
of metric conversion has been limited.

H.R. 2779, as reported, does a credible job
in solving $10,000 problems of a number of
small businesses, but it lets a billion dollar na-
tional problem fester. As Congressman
EHLERS so eloquently pointed out during
Science Committee deliberations on this bill,
our Nation’s failure to adopt the metric system
of measurement in a timely manner has cost
U.S. companies billions of dollars in lost trade
opportunities. This situation is ongoing and
has the potential to get worse. The United
States is the only industrialized nation to hold
onto the English system of measurement. We
can increasingly expect our trading partners to
require American exports to their countries to
be designed and manufactured using the inter-
nationally accepted metric system of measure-
ment. If, as in this bill, we restate English
measurements in metric terms rather than ac-
tually design and measure in metric, we will
not fool anyone. American companies that are
unwilling or unable to manufacture in rational
metric units will lose out to foreign companies
that will.

The case was made in our hearings on H.R.
2779 that some block manufacturers have dif-
ficulty bidding on construction projects which
require their products to be dimensioned in ra-
tional metric. However, exempting these com-
panies from metric usage is just one possible
solution and one that represents a “can’t do”
rather than a “can do” attitude. With more
time, we could have looked for ways to solve
the block manufacturers problems while ad-
vancing the cause of metrication. We could
have made sure that metric block molds are
an allowable expense under Federal construc-
tion contracts. We could have funded research
in the design of adjustable molds which could
be used for making both metric and English-
dimensioned block. As a minimum, we could
have limited the duration of the metric block
exemption and committed to finding a better
solution to this problem during that time. |
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hope the Senate will take a closer look than
we were able to do at alternative ways to help
block manufacturers and at setting appropriate
limits on the duration of this exemption.

Our solution for lighting industry metrication
problems may turn out to be more appropriate.
Our lighting industry is positioned to begin
manufacturing metric lighting products; a num-
ber of the affected companies already have is-
sued metric lighting catalogs. H.R. 2779,
through its lighting standards trigger, will allow
the exemption to be ignored when the reason
for it no longer exists.

The ombudsman concept is a dramatic im-
provement over the procurement bureaucracy
contained in section 4 of the introduced ver-
sion of H.R. 2779, but the jury is still out on
whether it is really necessary. The Govern-
ment has built a dozen major buildings using
metric measurement and only two industries
have not been willing to go along. One would
think if metric were a problem for other build-
ing subcontractors that the problem would
have arisen by now.

The busiest time for the metric ombudsmen
will probably be at the time of enactment when
agencies must figure out what to do with the
hundreds of metric-dimensioned construction
projects which are in various stages of design
and construction. H.R. 2779’s silence on this
point is likely to lead to problems of interpreta-
tion. | urge the Senate to come up with a set
of principles to cover ongoing projects and
urge the ombudsmen to use common sense in
these cases.

In summary, my desire to see the concrete
masonry industry get relief leads me not to op-
pose this bill, but | regret that we did not have
more time to perfect our work product. Per-
haps the Senate will have the time to make a
conscious effort to improve the bill. Then we
will be able to feel comfortable that the entire
Congress did its best to meet the long-term
needs of the companies we are all trying to
help.

I\F/)Irs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, | yield
back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HAYWORTH). Pursuant to the rule, the
previous question is ordered on the
committee amendment in the nature of
a substitute and on the bill.

The question is on the committee
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute.

The committee amendment in the
nature of a substitute was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the passage of the bill.

The question was taken; and (three-
fifths having voted in favor thereof)
the bill was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material
on H.R. 2779.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from Maryland?

There was no objection.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the provisions of clause 5 of rule
I, the Chair announces that he will
postpone further proceedings today on
each motion to suspend the rules on
which a recorded vote or the yeas and
nays are ordered, or on which the vote
is objected to under clause 4 of rule
XV.

Such rollcall votes, if postponed, will
be taken after debate has concluded on
all motions to suspend the rules.

NATO ENLARGEMENT
FACILITATION ACT OF 1996

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, | move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 3564) to amend the NATO Partici-
pation Act of 1994 to expedite the tran-
sition to full membership in the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization of emerg-
ing democracies in Central and Eastern
Europe, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 3564

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the “NATO En-
largement Facilitation Act of 1996"".

SEC. 2. FINDINGS.

The Congress makes the following findings:

(1) Since 1949, the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization (NATO) has played an essential
role in guaranteeing the security, freedom,
and prosperity of the United States and its
partners in the Alliance.

(2) The NATO Alliance is, and has been
since its inception, purely defensive in char-
acter, and it poses no threat to any nation.
The enlargement of the NATO Alliance to in-
clude as full and equal members emerging
democracies in Central and Eastern Europe
will serve to reinforce stability and security
in Europe by fostering their integration into
the structures which have created and sus-
tained peace in Europe since 1945. Their ad-
mission to NATO will not threaten any na-
tion. America’s security, freedom, and pros-
perity remain linked to the security of the
countries of Europe.

(3) The sustained commitment of the mem-
ber countries of NATO to a mutual defense
has made possible the democratic trans-
formation of Central and Eastern Europe.
Members of the Alliance can and should play
a critical role in addressing the security
challenges of the post-Cold War era and in
creating the stable environment needed for
those emerging democracies in Central and
Eastern Europe to successfully complete po-
litical and economic transformation.

(4) The United States continues to regard
the political independence and territorial in-
tegrity of all emerging democracies in
Central and Eastern Europe as vital to Euro-
pean peace and security.

(5) NATO has enlarged its membership on 3
different occasions since 1949.

(6) Congress has sought to facilitate the
further enlargement of NATO at an early
date by enacting the NATO Participation
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Act of 1994 (title Il of Public Law 103-447; 22
U.S.C. 1928 note) and the NATO Participa-
tion Act Amendments of 1995 (section 585 of
Public Law 104-107).

(7) The Partnership for Peace, created in
1994 under American leadership, has fostered
cooperation between NATO and the coun-
tries of Central and Eastern Europe, and of-
fers a path to future membership in the Alli-
ance and a permanent security relationship
between participants in the Partnership for
Peace and members of NATO.

(8) As new members of NATO assume the
responsibilities of Alliance membership, the
costs of maintaining stability in Europe will
be shared more widely. The concurrent as-
sumption of greater responsibility and devel-
opment of greater capabilities by the Euro-
pean members of NATO in pursuit of a Euro-
pean security and defense identity will fur-
ther reinforce burdensharing. Facilitation of
the enlargement process will require current
members of NATO, and the United States in
particular, to demonstrate the political will
needed to build on successful ongoing pro-
grams such as the Warsaw Initiative and the
Partnership for Peace by making available
the resources necessary to supplement ef-
forts prospective new members are them-
selves undertaking.

(9) New members will be full members of
the Alliance, enjoying all rights and assum-
ing all the obligations under the Washington
Treaty.

(10) In order to assist emerging democ-
racies in Central and Eastern Europe that
have expressed interest in joining NATO to
be prepared to assume the responsibilities of
NATO membership, the United States should
encourage and support efforts by such coun-
tries to develop force structures and force
modernization priorities that will enable
such countries to contribute to the full
range of NATO missions, including, most im-
portantly, territorial defense of the Alliance.

(11) Cooperative regional peacekeeping ini-
tiatives involving emerging democracies in
Central and Eastern Europe that have ex-
pressed interest in joining NATO, such as the
Baltic Peacekeeping Battalion, the Polish-
Lithuanian Joint Peacekeeping Force, and
the Polish-Ukrainian Peacekeeping Force,
can make an important contribution to Eu-
ropean peace and security and international
peacekeeping efforts, can assist those coun-
tries preparing to assume the responsibilities
of possible NATO membership, and accord-
ingly should receive appropriate support
from the United States.

(12) NATO remains the only multilateral
security organization capable of conducting
effective military operations and preserving
security and stability of the Euro-Atlantic
region.

(13) NATO is an important diplomatic
forum and has played a positive role in de-
fusing tensions between members of the Alli-
ance and, as a result, no military action has
occurred between two Alliance member
states since the inception of NATO in 1949.

(14) The process of enlarging NATO to in-
clude emerging democracies in Central and
Eastern Europe should be a continuing proc-
ess and progress toward the admission of ad-
ditional emerging democracies in Central
and Eastern Europe will depend on the de-
gree to which these countries meet the cri-
teria set forth in section 203(d)(3) of the
NATO Participation Act of 1994.

(15) Protection and promotion of fun-
damental freedoms and human rights is an
integral aspect of genuine security, and in
evaluating requests for membership in
NATO, the human rights records of the
emerging democracies in Central and East-
ern Europe should be evaluated in light of
the obligations and commitments of these
countries under the Charter of the United

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Nations, the Universal Declaration of Human
Rights, and the Helsinki Final Act.

(16) A number of Central and Eastern Euro-
pean countries have expressed interest in
NATO membership, and have taken concrete
steps to demonstrate this commitment; in-
cluding their participation in Partnership
for Peace activities.

(17) Democratic civilian control of defense
forces is an essential element in the process
of preparation for those states interested in
possible NATO membership.

(18) The security and economic stability of
the Caucasus region is important to the
United States, and the countries of the
Caucasus region should not be precluded
from future membership in NATO. The Unit-
ed States should continue to promote poli-
cies that encourage economic and fiscal re-
forms, private sector growth, and political
reforms in the Caucasus region.

(19) In recognition that not all countries
which have requested membership in NATO
will necessarily qualify at the same pace, the
accession date for each new member may
vary.

(20) The process of NATO enlargement en-
tails the consensus agreement of the govern-
ments of all 16 NATO members and ratifica-
tion in accordance with their constitutional
procedures.

(21) The provision of additional NATO
transition assistance should include those
emerging democracies most ready for closer
ties with NATO and should be designed to as-
sist other countries meeting specified cri-
teria of eligibility to move forward toward
eventual NATO membership.

(22) Lasting security and stability in Eu-
rope requires not only the military integra-
tion of emerging democracies of Central and
Eastern Europe into existing European
structures, but also the eventual economic
and political integration of these countries
into existing European structures.

(23) The Congress of the United States
finds that Poland, Hungary, and the Czech
Republic have made the most progress to-
ward achieving the stated criteria and
should be eligible for the additional assist-
ance described in this bill.

(24) The evaluation of future membership
in NATO for emerging democracies in
Central and Eastern Europe should be based
on the progress of those nations in meeting
criteria for NATO membership, which re-
quire enhancement of NATO’s security and
the approval of all NATO members.

SEC. 3. UNITED STATES POLICY.

It should be the policy of the United
States—

(1) to join with the NATO allies of the
United States to adapt the role of the NATO
Alliance to the post-Cold War world;

(2) to actively assist the emerging democ-
racies in Central and Eastern Europe in their
transition so that such countries may even-
tually qualify for NATO membership;

(3) to ensure that all countries in Central
and Eastern Europe are fully aware of the
costs and responsibilities of NATO member-
ship, including the obligation set forth in Ar-
ticle X of the North Atlantic Treaty that
new members be able to contribute to the se-
curity of the North Atlantic area, and fur-
ther to ensure that all countries admitted to
NATO are capable of assuming those costs
and responsibilities; and

(4) to work to define a constructive and co-
operative political and security relationship
between an enlarged NATO and the Russian
Federation.

SEC. 4. SENSE OF THE CONGRESS REGARDING
FURTHER ENLARGEMENT OF NATO.

It is the sense of the Congress that in order
to promote economic stability and security
in Slovakia, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Slo-
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venia, Bulgaria, Romania, Albania, Moldova,
and Ukraine—

(1) the United States should continue to
support the full and active participation of
these countries in activities appropriate for
qualifying for NATO membership;

(2) the United States Government should
continue to use all diplomatic means avail-
able to press the European Union to admit as
soon as possible any country which qualifies
for membership; and

(3) the United States Government and the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization should
continue to support military exercises and
peacekeeping initiatives between and among
these nations and members of the North At-
lantic Treaty Organization.

SEC. 5. SENSE OF THE CONGRESS REGARDING
ESTONIA, LATVIA, AND LITHUANIA.

In view of the forcible incorporation of Es-
tonia, Latvia, and Lithuania into the Soviet
Union in 1940 under the Molotov-Ribbentrop
Pact and the refusal of the United States and
other countries to recognize that incorpora-
tion for over 50 years, it is the sense of the
Congress that—

(1) Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania have
valid historical security concerns that must
be taken into account by the United States;
and

(2) Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania should
not be disadvantaged in seeking to join
NATO by virtue of their forcible incorpora-
tion into the Soviet Union.

SEC. 6. DESIGNATION OF COUNTRIES ELIGIBLE
FOR NATO ENLARGEMENT ASSIST-
ANCE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The following countries
are designated as eligible to receive assist-
ance under the program established under
section 203(a) of the NATO Participation Act
of 1994 and shall be deemed to have been so
designated pursuant to section 203(d) of such
Act: Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Repub-
lic.

(b) AUTHORITY TO DESIGNATE OTHER COUN-
TRIES NOT PRECLUDED.—The process of en-
larging NATO to include emerging democ-
racies in Central and Eastern Europe should
not stop with the admission of Poland, Hun-
gary, and the Czech Republic as full mem-
bers of the NATO Alliance. Accordingly, the
designation of countries pursuant to sub-
section (a) shall not be deemed to preclude
the designation by the President of other
Central and Eastern European countries pur-
suant to section 203(d) of the NATO Partici-
pation Act of 1994 as eligible to receive as-
sistance under the program established
under section 203(a) of such Act.

SEC. 7. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS
FOR NATO ENLARGEMENT ASSIST-
ANCE.

(@) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to
be appropriated $60,000,000 for fiscal year 1997
for the program established under section
203(a) of the NATO Participation Act of 1994.

(b) AvAILABILITY.—Of the funds authorized
to be appropriated by subsection (a)—

(1) not less than $20,000,000 shall be avail-
able for the subsidy cost, as defined in sec-
tion 502(5) of the Credit Reform Act of 1990,
of direct loans pursuant to the authority of
section 203(c)(4) of the NATO Participation
Act of 1994 (relating to the “Foreign Military
Financing Program’’);

(2) not less than $30,000,000 shall be avail-
able for assistance on a grant basis pursuant
to the authority of section 203(c)(4) of the
NATO Participation Act of 1994 (relating to
the ““Foreign Military Financing Program”);
and

(3) not more than $10,000,000 shall be avail-
able for assistance pursuant to the authority
of section 203(c)(3) of the NATO Participa-
tion Act of 1994 (relating to international
military education and training).
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(c) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Amounts au-
thorized to be appropriated under this sec-
tion are authorized to be appropriated in ad-
dition to such amounts as otherwise may be
available for such purposes.

SEC. 8. REGIONAL AIRSPACE INITIATIVE AND
PARTNERSHIP FOR PEACE INFOR-
MATION MANAGEMENT SYSTEM.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Funds described in sub-
section (b) are authorized to be made avail-
able to support the implementation of the
Regional Airspace Initiative and the Part-
nership for Peace Information Management
System, including—

(1) the procurement of items in support of
these programs; and

(2) the transfer of such items to countries
participating in these programs, which may
include Poland, Hungary, the Czech Repub-
lic, Slovakia, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania,
Romania, Slovenia, Albania, Ukraine, and
Bulgaria.

(b) FuNDs DEscRrRIBED.—Funds described in
this subsection are funds that are available—

(1) during any fiscal year under the NATO
Participation Act of 1994 with respect to
countries eligible for assistance under that
Act; or

(2) during fiscal year 1997 under any Act to
carry out the Warsaw Initiative.

SEC. 9. EXCESS DEFENSE ARTICLES.

(a) PRIORITY DELIVERY.—Notwithstanding
any other provision of law, the delivery of
excess defense articles under the authority
of section 203(c) (1) and (2) of the NATO Par-
ticipation Act of 1994 and section 516 of the
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 shall be given
priority to the maximum extent feasible
over the delivery of such excess defense arti-
cles to all other countries except those coun-
tries referred to in section 541 of the Foreign
Operations, Export Financing, and Related
Programs Appropriations Act, 1995 (Public
Law 103-306; 108 Stat. 1640).

(b) COOPERATIVE REGIONAL PEACEKEEPING
INITIATIVES.—The Congress encourages the
President to provide excess defense articles
and other appropriate assistance to coopera-
tive regional peacekeeping initiatives in-
volving emerging democracies in Central and
Eastern Europe that have expressed an inter-
est in joining NATO in order to enhance
their ability to contribute to European peace
and security and international peacekeeping
efforts.

SEC. 10. MODERNIZATION OF DEFENSE CAPABIL-
ITY.

The Congress endorses efforts by the Unit-
ed States to modernize the defense capabil-
ity of Poland, Hungary, the Czech Republic,
and any other countries designed by the
President pursuant to section 203(d) of the
NATO Participation Act of 1994, by exploring
with such countries options for the sale or
lease to such countries of weapons systems
compatible with those used by NATO mem-
bers, including air defense systems, advanced
fighter aircraft, and telecommunications in-
frastructure.

SEC. 11. TERMINATION OF ELIGIBILITY.

(a) TERMINATION OF ELIGIBILITY.—The eligi-
bility of a country designated pursuant to
section 6(a) or pursuant to section 203(d) of
the NATO Participation Act of 1994 may be
terminated upon determination by the Presi-
dent that such country no longer meets the
criteria set forth in section 203(d)(3) of the
NATO Participation Act of 1994.

(b) NOTIFICATION.—At least 15 days before
terminating the eligibility of any country
pursuant to subsection (a), the President
shall notify the congressional committees
specified in section 634A of the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961 in accordance with the
procedures applicable to reprogramming no-
tifications under that section.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
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New York [Mr. GILMAN] and the gen-
tleman from Indiana [Mr. HAMILTON]
will each be recognized for 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York [Mr. GILMAN].

(Mr. GILMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rials.)

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to bring
before the House H.R. 3564, the NATO
Enlargement Facilitation Act.

Almost 7 years have passed since the
revolutions of 1989 swept communism
from most of Central and Eastern Eu-
rope. Since that date, the emerging de-
mocracies of that region have waited
patiently to be invited into Western
political, economic and security struc-
tures.

This bill stands for the proposition
that neither we nor the emerging de-
mocracies of Central and Eastern Eu-
rope can afford to wait any longer.
Only by taking this step now can we
ensure that the democratic gains of the
last 7 year are not going to be reversed.

After today’s vote, it is hoped that
we will never hear again that the Con-
gress does not support NATO enlarge-
ment. We will support it. Indeed, for
more than 2 years now, we have been
criticizing the administration for mov-
ing too slowly to enlarge NATO.

On February 20 of this year, | wrote
to the President urging him to imple-
ment the NATO Participation Act
which we enacted into law almost 2
years ago, and | recommended in par-
ticular the designation of Poland, Hun-
gary, and the Czech Republic as the
first countries eligible to receive as-
sistance under that act. Earlier this
year, the President rejected our rec-
ommendations.

Mr. Speaker, 1 include for the
RECORD my exchange of correspondence
with the President:

COMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL RE-
LATIONS, HOUSE OF REPRESENTA-
TIVES,

Washington, DC, February 20, 1996.
The PRESIDENT,
The White House,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: On February 12th,
you signed into law Public Law 104-107, the
Foreign Operations, Export Financing, and
Related Programs Appropriations Act for
Fiscal Year 1996. Section 585 of this law
amends the NATO Participation Act of 1994
(title 11 of Public Law 103-447) to facilitate
use by you of the authorities provided by the
NATO Participation Act to assist the transi-
tion to full NATO membership of certain
Central and Easter European countries
emerging from communist domination.

In addition, section 585 expresses the sense
of the Congress that, within 60 days of enact-
ment, you should designate the first Central
and Eastern European countries eligible to
receive transition assistance under the
NATO Participation Act.

As the principal author of the NATO Par-
ticipation Act, | have been disappointed by
the fact that, over fifteen months after the
enactment of that Act, the Administration
has yet to utilize the authority provided by
the Act to expedite expansion of the NATO
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alliance. In light of the revisions to that Act
made by section 585 of Public Law 104-107, as
well as section 585’s call on you to designate
the first countries eligible to receive assist-
ance under the Act, | urge you to move
quickly to designate Central and Eastern Eu-
ropean countries to receive assistance under
the Act. In particular, | urge that Poland,
Hungary, and the Czech Republic be so des-
ignated.

Prompt designation by you of, at a mini-
mum, Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Re-
public as eligible countries will send a pow-
erful signal to these countries of the deter-
mination of both the Congress and your Ad-
ministration to expand NATO at an early
date. It also will permit you to begin provid-
ing additional forms of assistance to facili-
tate the transition of these countries to full
NATO membership.

I am convinced that the United States can
no longer afford to delay deciding which
Central and Eastern European countries will
be the first admitted to NATO. We are al-
ready to the point where some are beginning
to ask not whether it is too early to expand
NATO, but rather whether it is too late. Fur-
ther delay can only heighten the risk that
the countries of Central and Eastern Europe
will feel abandoned by the West and will con-
sider departing from the path of reform on
which they embarked in 1989.

With best wishes,

Sincerely,
BENJAMIN A. GILMAN,
Chairman.
THE WHITE HOUSE,
Washington, DC, May 9, 1996.
Hon. BENJAMIN A. GILMAN,
House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you for your
letter on the admission of new members to
NATO. | am aware of your considerable ef-
forts in support of NATO enlargement, in-
cluding co-authorship of the NATO Partici-
pation Act, and | value your views on how to
achieve our mutual goal. I have made this
one of my top foreign policy priorities and
will ensure that it remains at the top of
NATO’s agenda. As a result of U.S. leader-
ship, NATO’s enlargement is in progress and
will happen.

At my initiative, NATO began a process in
January 1994 that will result in the admis-
sion of new members to the Alliance. By tak-
ing in new members from among Europe’s
new democracies, NATO can help lock in the
very substantial progress that has been made
there in instituting democratic and market
economic reforms. Enlargement will serve to
erase the illegitimate lines of the Cold War
and provide the security underpinning for a

growing, undivided transatlantic commu-
nity.
We have already made solid, steady

progress, at a pace that reflects the many
substantial security commitments and prac-
tical preparations necessary to admit new
members to the Alliance. Last fall, NATO
completed its study on the mechanisms and
rationale of enlargement and presented the
results to our partners in Central Europe and
the New Independent States. In December,
NATO agreed to move into a second phase of
the process consisting of intensified prepara-
tions by both NATO and aspiring members.
Practically, this means detailed, individual
consultations between NATO and self-identi-
fied candidates and an enhanced program of
preparatory activities, conducted nationally
and through the Partnership for Peace. Elev-
en partners, (Albania, Bulgaria, the Czech
Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithua-
nia, Poland, Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia)
have thus far asked to participate in this
phase.
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Allies have agreed that NATO enlarge-
ment’s second phase will run through 1996
and that our Foreign Ministers will address
next steps at the North Atlantic Council in
December. | agree that we must maintain
the momentum of the NATO enlargement
process. It is my objective that, as Secretary
Christopher recently told his Central Euro-
pean counterparts, NATO will move to great-
er specificity on the question of enlarge-
ment’s “‘who and when” at the December
meeting and its immediate follow-on.

As NATO moves ahead, my Administration
is pursuing a comprehensive strategy to en-
sure that enlargement succeeds. The first
element for success lies in building and
maintaining a durable Allied consensus in
support of enlargement. Admission of any
new member to NATO, precisely because of
the seriousness of the security commitments
involved, must have the full support of all of
its current members. We must be careful
that actions we undertake in support of the
enlargement process do not have the inad-
vertent effect of undermining Allied consen-
sus and thereby slowing progress.

A second element needed for success is to
place NATO enlargement in the context of a
broad, balanced and integrated approach to
increasing stability and security throughout
the transatlantic area by building a coopera-
tive security structure in Europe. This in-
cludes a revitalized NATO, support for en-
largement of the European Union, strength-
ening the OSCE and enhanced cooperation
with other states not immediately aspiring
to NATO membership or who may not be in
the initial group of states invited to begin
accession talks with the Alliance. It also in-
cludes a strong and productive relationship
between the Alliance and Russia, given the
key role Russia can play in shaping a stable
and secure Europe.

A third element critical for success is en-
couraging prospective members to prepare
seriously for the full range of military and
political responsibilities they will need to
assume if and when they become members.
Aspiring Allies need adequate time to pre-
pare for these obligations. NATO, too, faces
a major task in preparing itself for enlarge-
ment. We have already begun a comprehen-
sive review of the internal adjustments
NATO must make to admit new Allies.

To their credit, partners have not waited
to be ‘“‘designated” as eligible for member-
ship before undertaking the basic reforms
and preparations we have made clear they
must pursue. The prospect of NATO member-
ship has proven to be a most powerful incen-
tive for both domestic reform and the resolu-
tion of ethnic and territorial conflict. Your
legislation specifically urges me to designate
Poland, the Czech Republic and Hungary as
eligible for assistance under the NATO Par-
ticipation Act. These countries are indeed
making substantial progress and | agree they
will be strong candidates for early NATO
membership when the Alliance decides to
move forward. At this stage, however, writ-
ing into law a narrow list of countries eligi-
ble for special assistance could reduce our
ability to work with other emerging democ-
racies that are also making significant
progress but may not be immediately eligi-
ble for assistance under the NATO Participa-
tion Act.

I firmly believe that my comprehensive
strategy is the best means for carrying
NATO’s enlargement process through to a
successful conclusion. Proof that it is work-
ing can be seen in the significant improve-
ment in the ability of some partner forces to
undertake joint missions with NATO, includ-
ing in IFOR. Our clear sense is that the elev-
en partners participating in the second phase
of the enlargement process understand and
support our policy of steady, deliberate

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

progress toward enlargement and in no way
feel ““abandoned by the West’’ or are consid-
ering ‘‘departing from the path of reform,”
as you suggest. On the contrary, they are ac-
tively and enthusiastically engaged in the
second phase of the enlargement process,
which, as | noted earlier, will culminate in
decisions by NATO Foreign Ministers in De-
cember on important next steps in the proc-
ess.

My Administration is committed to con-
tinued close cooperation with you. | welcome
your efforts to build bipartisan Congres-
sional support both for the continuing en-
gagement of the United States in Europe and
for this Administration’s commitment to
bringing new members into the Alliance.
Secretary Christopher echoed my own senti-
ments when he said in Prague that we are
determined to keep faith with the nations of
this region and to open the door that Stalin
shut when he said no to the Marshall Plan.
No European nation should ever again be
forced to occupy a buffer zone between great
powers or be abandoned to the sphere of in-
fluence of another.

We look forward to working you on this
historic task.

Sincerely,
BiLL CLINTON.

It was only after | received this let-

ter from the President that | intro-
duced the measure that is before us
today. This measure finally imple-

ments the NATO Participation Act,
and | am gratified that the administra-
tion has, upon careful reflection, de-
cided not to oppose this legislation. |
continue to believe, however, that en-
actment of this legislation is essential
if we wish to keep the pressure on the
administration for prompt NATO en-
largement.

Accordingly, | urge my colleagues to
vote for H.R. 3564.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume,
and I rise in support of H.R. 3564.

Mr. Speaker, I commend Chairman
GiLMAN for his leadership in bringing
this bill to the House floor.

This bill helps us to begin the debate
on what will become one of the most
important foreign policy issues facing
the United States—the question of
NATO enlargement. Are we prepared to
commit American lives and treasure to
defend new NATO countries? | am im-
pressed with how casually we are con-
sidering this issue. I am afraid that
this bill is driven by domestic politics
more than it should be.

But, | appreciate Chairman GILMAN’s
efforts to put this important issue be-
fore us.

At the outset | want to make clear
what this bill does and does not do.

This bill takes two basic steps: It
finds that three countries—Poland,
Hungary, and the Czech Republic—have
made the most progress toward achiev-
ing the criteria of NATO membership;
and makes these three countries eligi-
ble for up to $60 million in military as-
sistance—grants, loans, and training—
to help them in the enlargement proc-
ess.

Just as significant is what this bill
does not do: It does not prejudice U.S.
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or NATO policy by stating that any
specific country should be admitted to
NATO; it establishes no date certain
for the entry of new members into
NATO.

This bill is a distinct improvement
over H.R. 7, considered by the House in
early 1995, as well as other efforts to
dictate the nature and the timetable of
NATO enlargement.

There is some common ground be-
tween the administration and the spon-
sors of this bill.

The administration agrees that Po-
land, Hungary, and the Czech Republic
have made more progress than others
toward NATO membership.

The administration supports the au-
thorization of military assistance to
help these countries prepare for NATO
membership.

The only differences are technical.
The administration opposes earmark-
ing assistance for these countries
through the NATO Participation Act,
which undercuts flexibility in the use
of assistance funds intended for a wider
range of Partnership for Peace coun-
tries.

| intend to vote for this bill for three
reasons.

First, this bill supports current U.S.
policy: enlarging NATO will help inte-
grate the democratic nations of
Central and Eastern Europe into the
Western family of nations.

Second, this bill highlights that
NATO enlargement is a gradual and de-
liberate process. That process will
evolve over several months and years:
A NATO meeting in December 1996, will
prepare the way for a NATO summit in
1997, at which certain countries will be
named and accession talks begin; ac-
cession talks will likely take a year or
two; and NATO governments must then
approve, by consensus, the accession
agreements; all 16 NATO governments
must then ratify those agreements,
which will require parliamentary ap-
proval.

So, as a practical matter, the actual
enlargement of NATO is several years
down the road. That is the prudent
course.

Third, this bill contains several im-
portant findings on NATO enlarge-
ment: It states that NATO membership
is not a free ride; that prospective
members must be able to contribute to
the security of the North Atlantic area
and assume the costs and responsibil-
ities of NATO membership; it sets out
that enlargements will require agree-
ment of all 16 NATO states; it notes the
important role of Partnership for
Peace in the enlargement process and
in fostering cooperation between NATO
and the states of Central Europe; and it
states that lasting security and stabil-
ity in Europe requires not just military
steps but economic and political inte-
gration, especially the integration of
Central and East Europe into the Euro-
pean Union.

I intend to vote for this bill, but I
have many questions about NATO en-
largement, and | want to state them
briefly:
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I have no doubt that NATO enlarge-
ment will advance the interests of Po-
land, Hungary, and the Czech Republic,
but how will it advance United States
interests?

Why is NATO enlargement necessary,
when the threat to peace and security
in Central and Eastern Europe has
never been less?

Will NATO enlargement increase sta-
bility and security if NATO admits
some countries—but not others coun-
tries—in Central and Eastern Europe?
Or does it risk new lines of confronta-
tion in Europe, especially if Russia be-
lieves that NATO enlargement is a new
policy of containment?

Are the American people prepared to
undertake the financial and security
obligations that NATO enlargement
will entail?

This bill may authorize a modest
amount of funds, but we should not set
a precedent where we pay countries to
meet the conditions of NATO member-
ship.

Srr)muld we undertake these obliga-
tions? A Congressional Budget Office
study estimates that NATO enlarge-
ment could cost $60 to $125 billion over
a 15-year period, with the United
States paying $5 to $19 billion.

Are we ready to provide a United
States nuclear guarantee, and commit
American soldiers to the security of
Slovakia or Slovenia?

It is clear what NATO can do for new
members—but what will they contrib-
ute to NATO? So far, we don’t have
good answers to many of these ques-
tions.

I also share the administration’s con-
cerns about earmarking assistance, and
undercutting flexibility to provide as-
sistance to all Partnership for Peace
countries.

I would hope that some compromise
on this issue is possible as the legisla-
tive process moves forward.

Now, in the course of this debate, we
will hear criticism that the adminis-
tration is dragging its feet on NATO
enlargement. That criticism is way off
the mark. Whether you support or op-
pose NATO enlargement, let’s be clear
here: The administration is driving the
train. The question of enlargement is a
NATO’s agenda only because the Unit-
ed States has made it such a high pri-
ority. Yet, any decision on enlarge-
ment must be by NATO consensus. The
United States cannot dictate the out-
come. Leadership is not the same as
arm-twisting. A successful outcome on
NATO enlargement will require the
support of all NATO members.

In conclusion, | see common ground
between this bill and administration
policy, other than on details of a fund-
ing mechanism. Both agree that three
countries in Central and Eastern Eu-
rope have made the most progress to-
ward NATO membership. Both agree
that a modest amount of military as-
sistance should be provided to them to
help in this process. This bill is the
first step in what | hope will be a full
debate on the merits of NATO enlarge-
ment.
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| support the bill.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, | want to
thank the gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
HAamILTON], the ranking minority mem-
ber, for his supporting arguments on
behalf of the bill.

Mr. Speaker, | yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. BEREU-
TER], the distinguished chairman of the
Subcommittee on Asia and the Pacific
of our Committee on International Re-
lations.

(Mr. BEREUTER asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, as
original cosponsor of this legislation,
and as a leader of this body’s delega-
tion to the North Atlantic Assembly,
this Member rises in strong support of
the NATO Enlargement Facilitation
Act.

This Member would commend the
distinguished gentleman from New
York [Mr. GILMAN], the chairman of
the Committee on International Rela-
tions, for his leadership in promoting
this important national security legis-
lation. In addition, this Member would
pay tribute to the former majority
leader of the other body, the distin-
guished former Senator from Kansas,
Mr. Dole. It is clear that, were it not
for the leadership of Senator Dole, we
would not be considering this visionary
legislation today.

Mr. Speaker, there has been a great
deal of confusion, both in this body as
well as among the countries and inter-
ested parties in Eastern and Central
Europe, about what this legislation
really does. In order to produce or
eliminate any confusion, this Member
would like to take a moment and at-
tempt to succinctly explain what this
legislation will do and what it will not
do.

First, contrary to what has fre-
quently been said, this legislation
would not admit new countries into
NATO; that is something that can be
done only with the parliamentary con-
currence of all 16 Members of NATO.
The legislation does, however, take ap-
propriate note of the three Central Eu-
ropean countries Poland, the Czech Re-
public, and Hungary, which have made
the greatest strides toward qualifying
for NATO membership. For these na-
tions, the legislation sets forth a mod-
est training and assistance package to
help them acquire some of the infra-
structure items that are essential for
NATO membership, for example, air de-
fense radars, and telecommunications
infrastructure.
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The legislation also recognizes that
there are other Central European na-
tions which have taken positive steps
for Partnership for Peace. That is true
of Eastern European nations as well.
These countries may at some future
date also be qualified for NATO mem-
bership.
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Second, this legislation does not es-
tablish new ideological or strategic
lines or boundaries across Europe. The
nations of Eastern and Central Europe,
particularly those which are not cited
in the first tier of eligibility, are un-
derstandably worried that they would
have the option of NATO membership
permanently closed to them. Some na-
tions fear that they will be caught on
the wrong side of a new lIron Curtain,
forever excluded from the closer co-
operation with the West.

H.R. 3564 does not set those rigid
boundaries. The lessons of Yalta must
not be forgotten. We fully recognize
that NATO is likely to continue to en-
large in the future, but only when as-
piring members are able to fulfill the
conditions of membership and capable
of contributing to the common defense.

Third, H.R. 3564 is not an open-ended
promise of eventual NATO membership
to interested Eastern and to Central
European nations. The North Atlantic
Treaty Organization is not a social
club or paper organization; rather it is
the most successful collective defen-
sive organization in the history of
mankind. It is perhaps inevitable that
some nations, which have expressed an
interest in NATO, may fail to meet the
basic criteria for membership, but this
is in part also somewhat of a self-quali-
fication process.

The nations which have adopted free
markets and adopted a full range of
truly democratic institutions and prac-
tices will be more likely to be consid-
ered for membership. Those countries
which fail to liberalize their economies
or fail to become real democracies or
repress their citizens are unlikely to
enter NATO.

In addition, of course, NATO mem-
bership will only be offered to those na-
tions which are willing to assume the
shared cost and defense responsibilities
of the alliance.

Last, this legislation should not be
seen to threaten Russia or any other
nation. The NATO alliance remains a
defensive alliance. The Russian leader-
ship must understand that NATO will
not launch unprovoked attacks against
a peaceful neighbor. The far more seri-
ous threat to Russian interest is inter-
nal instability and instability along
her borders.

It is desperately important for the
Russian people that its government
complete fundamental economic and
political reforms, but these reforms
will be impossible if it is constantly
threatened with civil war and political
instability along its borders. Thus, the
stability that NATO can project into
Central and Eastern Europe should be
helpful to Russian economic mod-
ernization and to its political stability.

Mr. Speaker, it most assuredly is
true that the nature of some of the se-
curity challenges which face the NATO
alliance have fundamentally changed
since the days of the cold war. At that
earlier time, defending Europe from
Soviet or Warsaw Pact attack was
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NATO’s paramount mission. Now pro-
jecting stability and democracy east-
ward is perhaps the most important
function that the alliance can serve.

Where once the Warsaw Pact en-
forced an involuntary order, now in too
many places there is merely a power
vacuum. No one wants to return to a
time when border conflicts, aggressive
nationalism, ethnic divisions, and po-
litical intrigue was the norm in East-
ern and Central Europe.

But it is clear that could well reemerge un-
less stability is projected into the region. It
should be obvious that NATO is the best in-
strument to fill that power vacuum, and it can
do so in a nonthreatening manner.

Mr. Speaker, as the body completes consid-
eration of the NATO Enlargement Act, this
Member would remind his colleagues that we
are considering very serious future treaty com-
mitments. As this Member already has noted,
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization is the
most successful defensive alliance in the his-
tory of the world. Its success is anchored in
the article 5 commitment North Atlantic Treaty,
which states that an attack against one is an
attack against all. Members must acknowledge
that the admission of a new nation to NATO
means that this nation will go to war to defend
that country. Thus, this Congress should voice
its support for NATO expansion in the months
and years ahead only after careful consider-
ation, and only if specific expansions are in
the U.S. national interest. By passage of this
act, we are moving forward to facing these fu-
ture decisions on countries which can better
prepare themselves to take on the full respon-
sibilities of NATO membership.

This Member believes it is indeed in the na-
tional interest to expand NATO for those na-
tions which meet all the criteria for member-
ship. A carefully crafted policy of NATO en-
largement can project stability into a volatile
region of the world without drawing new
boundaries, and it can do so in a way that
should not undermine stability in Russia. By
providing basic assistance through H.R. 3564
to those nations which have thus far made the
greatest progress toward fulfilling the criteria
for membership in a defensive alliance among
the democratic nations of North America and
Europe.

Mr. Speaker, it is not a question of whether
NATO will expand, but when it will expand.
Clearly, the enactment of H.R. 3564 will speed
the day when NATO expands in a responsible,
stabilizing manner. This Member urges adop-
tion of H.R. 3564.

I urge my colleagues to support this
legislation.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, | yield
3 minutes to the distinguished Member
from Connecticut [Mr. GEJDENSON].

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Speaker, |
want to commend both the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. HAMILTON], the rank-
ing member, and the gentleman from
New York, Chairman GILMAN, for the
action today.

My father was in the Polish army in
the late 1930’s, 1939, as the war broke
out. Poland, like Czechoslovakia first,
saw both the Germans and the Rus-
sians coming in and divide them. Then
the Russians were pushed back. The
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Germans took all of Poland. My fa-
ther’s entire family was exterminated.
The the Russians came in and took
over, and the dark days in Poland con-
tinued.

Czechoslovakia, of course, was Hit-
ler’s first grab with the Sudeten. Then
again, as the Germans were pushed
back, the Russians took it and imposed
their terror on the Czech people for
many years.

I think this legislation comes at the
right time. There could have been a de-
bate prior to the election in the Soviet
Union. We could have argued at that
point that, while the election was
going on, we should be a little cautions
in doing anything that would impact
the outcome. The Soviet election, the
Russian election is over. These coun-
tries, Poland, Hungary, and the Czech
Republic, are moving in the right di-
rection. If we needed to learn anything
from history, it is that, when we have
the opportunity to put peace in place,
we ought to take that opportunity.

We have seen sufficient turmoil in
the post-Soviet era to understand that,
just because the Soviet Union has come
to an end, does not mean that we are
guaranteed peace on the European con-
tinent. The worst horrors we have seen
in Europe in the last 50 years occurred
after the fall of the Soviet Union in the
former country of Yugoslavia as it dis-
integrated.

I think this action will ensure stabil-
ity. We need to work with the Russians
and others in the region to make sure
that they understand this is not a
move to threaten anybody’s sov-
ereignty or security. This is a move
that hopefully will use the power and
the strength of the West to ensure sta-
bility in Eastern Europe and help build
not just a secure Eastern Europe but a
more prosperous former Soviet bloc
and that goes as well for the Russians.

These people in particular, the Poles,
the Hungarians, and the Czechs, have
suffered significantly throughout this
century. This will give them some of
the security that they rightly demand.

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, it is
my pleasure to yield 2 minutes to the
distinguished gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. Cox], the chairman of the Re-
publican Policy Committee.

Mr. COX of California. Mr. Speaker, |
thank the chairman for yielding.

The collapse of the Soviet empire is
the most significant geopolitical event
of the second half of the 20th century.
It marks an enormous victory in the
global struggle for freedom. Its direct
beneficiaries are the liberated peoples
of Europe and Asia that comprise the
former captive nations so long domi-
nated by the Warsaw Pact.

Unlike NATO, which was organized
to protect and defend its members from
Soviet expansionism, the Warsaw Pact
subjugated its own member states, as
we saw when Warsaw Pact troops in-
vaded Hungary and Czechoslovakia to
depose their governments and snuff out
the people’s freedom.

The captive nations, whose people
fought and struggled against com-
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munism for so many dark years, de-
serve membership in NATO more than
any other people on earth. NATO mem-
bership will accelerate the growth of
their democracies and the pace of their
economic reforms, and it will make our
own world more secure. History dem-
onstrates that democracies and free
people do not threaten their neighbors.

This legislation is necessary now be-
cause action by the Clinton adminis-
tration is long overdue, because the
window of opportunity will not remain
open forever. It has been 5 long years
since the collapse of the Soviet empire.
Let us begin this process now, in Po-
land, Hungary, and the Czech Republic,
and let us work with the Baltic nations
and the other former captive nations of
central and economic Europe to expand
the family of democracies and the re-
specters and promoters of free enter-
prise on our planet so that our world
will indeed soon be a safer place.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, | yield
3 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. JOHNSTON].

Mr. JOHNSTON of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, | know that | am chasing
windmills when it comes to this par-
ticular bill because it has a degree of
unanimity in this body, the State De-
partment and the President. But, prob-
ably for cathartic reasons, | must op-
pose the bill.

For the past 36 months, | have heard
a chorus from this body, both Demo-
crats and Republicans, that we must
cut foreign aid and foreign assistance,
notwithstanding the fact that the
United States is the lowest per capita
contributor of foreign aid of all of the
industrialized countries in the world. |
have also heard from this podium that
no American troops should be sent to
Somalia, Rwanda, Haiti, or Bosnia.

How many times have you heard that
the United States cannot be the police-
man of the world?

Well, how many of you have read this
bill? How many of you have read the
NATO Charter? How many of you have
any idea what the expansion of our
military obligation will be when we ex-
pand NATO? Do you have any idea of
the cost of equipping these armies to
bring them up to NATO standards?
You’re talking about billions of dol-
lars. The Marshall plan will look like
petty cash compared to this expansion.

Let me read from Congressional Re-
search Service:

A Rand study concluded that a conserv-
ative estimate of NATO expansion to include
the Visegrad States, (that’s Hungary, Po-
land, and the Czech Republic) will require
ten to fifty billion dollars over 10 years, or as
much as one hundred billion dollars or more
should more vigorous measures be necessary
to develop a strong defense posture.

In March 1996 CBO issued a report as-
sessing cost of NATO enlargement
under five possible options ranging
from assisting a new member engaged
in a border skirmish, or a conflict with
a regional power to the permanent sta-
tioning of forces and equipment of cur-
rent member states on the territory of
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new members to prepare for a border
conflict. The study assumed that Po-
land, Hungary, the Czech Republic, and
Slovakia would be the initial new
members and would bear the brunt of
the cost of military modernization;
that the cost would be spread over 1996—
2010 and that current allies would pay a
percentage of modernization cost equal
to their proportionate share in NATO’s
Security Investment Program.

In such circumstances, cost at the
low end for option 1 would be $60 bil-
lion with the United States share being
$4.8 billion, and at the high end, $125
billion with the United States share
being $18.9 billion.

Once you start the expansion—Po-
land, Hungary, and the Czech
Repubic—politically, you cannot stop.
In this bill you encourage admission to
NATO of the Baltic countries—Estonia,
Latvia, and Lithuania—to one previous
Yugoslavian country, Slovenia, and the
most insulting and offensive to the
Russians, two former Soviet Union
countries, Muldova and Ukraine.

Are you willing now to commit
American soldiers to a border dispute
between Lithuania and Russia over the
enclave of Kaliningrad? Are you willing
to send troops to Latvia because they
have a fight with Belarus? Are you
willing to send troops to Ukraine be-
cause of a conflict with Russia over the
Black Sea fleet and Crimea? Think
about it.

Let me make it perfectly clear. | am
not an isolationist. Serving on the For-
eign Affairs Committee for 8 years has
given me a global view. | wanted to
send troops into Rwanda long before
the slaughter there. Serving on the
Committee on International Relations
has given me a global view. But how
can you give a blank check to the
white Eastern European nations and
totally abandon black Africa?

This is a major step and one that
should not be taken lightly.

I leave Congress in 5 months but I
plan to come back and haunt you on a
yearly basis.

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

No one is contemplating early NATO
membership for Ukraine or Belarus,
perhaps not ever. And, indeed, we are
willing to use American military force
when it is in the vital interest of the
United States. Clearly, instability in
Central and Eastern Europe would be
contrary to the vital interests of the
United States of America.

Mr. Speaker, | yield 3 minutes to the
distinguished gentleman from New Jer-
sey [Mr. SMITH], a member of the com-
mittee.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, | thank the gentleman from
Nebraska [Mr. BEREUTER], my good
friend, for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, | commend Chairman
GILMAN for his leadership in ensuring
the timely consideration of H.R. 3564,
the NATO Enlargement Facilitation
Act of 1996. As an original cosponsor of
this legislation, a strong advocate of
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NATO enlargement, and Chairman of
the Helsinki Commission, | have con-
sistently emphasized the importance of
human rights in the expansion process.
In addition, | am keenly interested in
encouraging states interested in NATO
membership to take concrete steps to
strengthen civilian democratic control
of the military.

During the International Relations
Committee’s consideration of this im-
portant initiative, language which pro-
posed on each of these aspects of en-
largement was approved with the
Chairman GILMAN’s support, for which
| am grateful.

As a result, Mr. Speaker, the bill be-
fore us today includes an unqualified
statement that the protection and pro-
motion of fundamental freedoms and
human rights are integral aspects of
genuine security. The legislation also
makes clear that the human rights
records of emerging democracies in
Central and Eastern Europe interested
in joining NATO should be evaluated in
light of the obligations and commit-
ments of these countries under the
U.N. Charter, the Universal Declara-
tion of Human Rights, and the Helsinki
Final Act. | would note that all 27
states of the Partnership for Peace
[PfP] are participating States of the
Organization for Security and Coopera-
tion in Europe [OSCE]. That member-
ship has committed each to act in ac-
cordance with all OSCE documents, in-
cluding the Helsinki Final Act.

Mr. Speaker, the enlargement proc-
ess provides an excellent opportunity
for countries desiring membership to
demonstrate their commitment to the
shared values of NATO—including re-
spect for human rights—as well as
their ability to fulfill the military and
political obligations expected of all
member states. Prospective members
should meet the criteria set forth in
the NATO Participation Act of 1994 and
other relevant legislation before they
are admitted as full members of NATO.

It is also important to recognize that
the present process of enlargement is
taking place under significantly dif-
ferent circumstances that existed when
a limited number of states were added
in the past. Given the growing number
of countries actively seeking full mem-
bership in the alliance, it is essential
to establish clear criteria which all
new members must meet.

Mr. Speaker, in recent days there has
been some discussion about including
Croatia among the prospective recipi-
ents of assistance under this legisla-
tion. To set the record straight, noth-
ing in the pending legislation precludes
Croatia from receiving assistance pro-
vided that country—or any other pro-
spective recipient—meets a series of
criteria, including respect for human
rights. | welcome the recent decision of
the OSCE to deploy a mission to Cro-
atia and look forward to the findings
and recommendations of that group
which could contribute to establishing
the conditions necessary for Zegreb to
pursue eventual membership in NATO.
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In the meantime, Croatia should press
for inclusion in the PfP, widely viewed
as the first step toward possible NATO
membership.

Mr. Speaker, | wish to turn briefly to
the issue of civilian democratic control
of the military. At the outset, let me
say that the countries of Central and
Eastern Europe have made tremendous
strides in overcoming the legacy of
communism. Perhaps one of the most
delicate aspects of this transition has
been establishing civilian control of
the military an important prerequisite
for those wishing to join NATO. Sig-
nificant progress has been made in the
emerging democracies leading to in-
creased transparency with respect to
military activities and budgets. An-
other key component, in my view, is
the naming of a civilian to serve as
minister of defense. Beyond mere sym-
bolism, this action underscores the
willingness of the military to subordi-
nate itself to the democratic civilian
leadership—a fundamental aspect of
democratic society. | applaud those
countries which have already under-
taken this important step and encour-
age others to pursue that course.

In closing, Mr. Speaker, | urge my
colleagues to support this legislation
as a demonstration of our determina-
tion to move NATO expansion forward
and our commitment to the people of
East Central Europe, including those
from the Baltic States and Ukraine, as
they strive to overcome the legacy of
communism and pursue democracy
firmly rooted in respect for the rights
and freedoms of the individual.

0O 1145

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, | yield
2 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. OBER-
STAR].

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, | yield 30
seconds to the gentleman from Min-
nesota [Mr. OBERSTAR].

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HAYWORTH). The gentleman from Min-
nesota [Mr. OBERSTAR] is recognized for
2 minutes and 30 seconds.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, |
thank the gentlemen for yielding me
the time.

Mr. Speaker, this is important legis-
lation for the reasons already ex-
plained. Because it is important, | re-
gret that it does not go a step further
and include, along with Poland, Hun-
gary and the Czech Republic, Slovenia.

Let me explain why. With only 8 per-
cent of the population of former Yugo-
slavia, Slovenia accounted for 19 per-
cent of the country’s gross domestic
product, one-third of its exports, one
half of its dairy production, 40 percent
of all of its taxes.

The Slovenes, post election, have
been a model of parliamentary democ-
racy. Local government has been ex-
panded; 158 new municipalities have
been created, local elections held. They
have received the highest human rights
respect status awarded by Amnesty
International.



July 23, 1996

Inflation in the postwar, and it was
only a 9-day war imposed by the Serb
Army, only 68 people died, the Slovenes
let the Serb Army return to its land
without Kkilling anyone, inflation was
at 1,200 percent. It is now down to
under 9 percent. They have a $3 billion
positive international balance of pay-
ments. They have the 20th largest per
capita exporting country record.

Ninety percent of the former social-
ist economy has been privatized. The
banks have been privatized. They have
balanced their budget. Unemployment
rate is down to around 7 percent. Slo-
venia, in short, is Europe’s best kept
democratic secret.

When our Secretary of Defense, Mr.
Perry, was in Slovenia recently, he
said, Slovenia has done very well in all
standards for NATO membership and is
a strong candidate. Slovenia, he con-
tinued, can be a model to other Eastern
Bloc and Central European countries
because of its successful implementa-
tion of a democratic government, mar-
ket economy, and resolving disagree-
ments with its neighbors.

I have discussed this matter with the
gentleman from New York [Mr. GIL-
MAN] and with our ranking member,
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. HAM-
ILTON]. | appreciate their willingness to
give consideration to Slovenia at an
appropriate time.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. OBERSTAR. | yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, | want to
assure the gentleman that we have re-
viewed Slovenia’s progress and recog-
nize it has made a significant amount
of progress. I want to assure the gen-
tleman that in the forthcoming ses-
sion, providing we are all here, we will
work toward trying to allow Slovenia
to become a member of NATO.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, | very
much appreciate the chairman’s inter-
est, understanding and support for this
initiative.

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. OBERSTAR. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Nebraska.

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, Slove-
nia has made remarkable progress. We
recognize that. Their emergence has
been so recent it did not receive full
consideration.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, | yield
1% minutes to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. Fox] a member of
the Committee on International Rela-
tions.

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speak-
er, | rise in strong support of H.R. 3564,
the NATO Enlargement Facilitation
Act of 1996, authored by Chairman GiL-
MAN and Senator Dole.

One of America’s most solemn obli-
gations is to foster the growth of de-
mocracy and freedom both at home and
abroad. These goals have been con-
stants in American foreign policy since
our Nation’s birth—there are no two
goals more clearly in our national in-
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terest and consistent with our national
ideals. As Americans, we were all elat-
ed when the Communist chokehold on
Eastern Europe was lifted and the cold
war was won. Now we must do every-
thing possible to encourage and protect
the fragile young democracies which
are emerging in Eastern Europe.

This legislation ensures that the
emerging democracies will remain
vital forces for freedom in Eastern Eu-
rope. This bill welcomes these nations
as allies by facilitating the entrance of
Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Repub-
lic into NATO and also by providing as-
sistance toward NATO membership for
Slovakia, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania,
Slovenia, Bulgaria, Romania, Albania,
Moldova, and Ukraine.

Mr. Speaker, | thank Chairman GiL-
MAN for his outstanding leadership and
urge my colleagues to support this vi-
sionary legislation.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, | yield
2 minutes to the distinguished gentle-

woman  from New  York [Mrs.
MALONEY].
Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Speaker, |

thank the gentleman for yielding me
time.

Mr. Speaker, | rise in support of the
NATO Enlargement Facilitation Act.

Mr. Speaker, it is difficult to imagine
that less than a decade ago, the world
was a very different place.

We were in the icy grip of the cold
war.

The Soviet Union was the menacing
patron of repression across the globe.

The winds of democracy and freedom
had not yet begun to sweep over East-
ern and Central Europe.

All that has now changed.

And with this change,
change NATO.

The bill before us recognizes that
three Eastern European countries—Po-
land, Hungary, and the Czech Repub-
lic—have made the most progress with
the criteria necessary for NATO inclu-
sion.

As the Representative of Greenpoint,
Brooklyn, one of the largest and most
dynamic communities of Polish-Ameri-
cans in the Nation, I am particularly
pleased that this bill acknowledges Po-
land’s extraordinary transition to de-
mocracy.

The bill also authorizes up to $60 mil-
lion to these countries to facilitate the
NATO expansion process.

It is critical that we recognize Po-
land’s strategic value to the West.

The admission of Poland into NATO
will enhance United States interests in
Europe by bringing more stability and
security to the region.

I urge the adoption of the bill, and I
urge the administration to work with
our allies to bring about the swift ad-
mission of Poland into Europe’s most
important political and military insti-
tution—NATO.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. HOKE].

Mr. HOKE. Mr. Speaker, | thank the
gentleman for yielding me the time.

we should
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Mr. Speaker, | rise in strong support
of the NATO Enlargement Act of 1996.
NATO, for the past 45 years, has been
the cornerstone of stability in Europe
and a critical element of our Nation’s
defense, it is the bulwark of Western
democracy and free-market economics.
The success of the alliance is without

question.

But while | support expansion of
NATO to include nations of Central
and Eastern Europe, it is my

unshakable conviction that NATO
membership must only be granted to
nations that make a fundamental com-
mitment to democracy, the rule of law,
and free market economics.

NATO membership must not be
granted willy-nilly to nations that fail
to make these commitments. Member-
ship cannot be granted simply because
certain nations fear their neighbors or
believe that membership will enhance
their prospects for democratic or eco-
nomic progress or reform.

A major reason for the alliance’s suc-
cess has been its intolerance of author-
itarian or undemocratic regimes within
its ranks. Although democratic govern-
ments were overthrown by military
juntas in Greece and Turkey, both
countries joined NATO as democracies
and both countries have reverted to
democratic governments. Spain was
not permitted to join NATO until it
demonstrated its commitment to par-
liamentary democracy.

It also must be recognized that
NATO is not anti-Russian. It is not
even anti-Communist per se. In fact, it
is not intrinsically anti anything.
Rather, it is prodemocracy. NATO is
and it always has been a defensive alli-
ance under which the protection of de-
mocracies and free market economies
could flourish.

Some formerly Communist nations of
Central and Eastern Europe, such as
the Baltic States, Poland, Hungary,
and the Czech Republic, have clearly
made the transition to free market de-
mocracies and should soon easily qual-
ify to join NATO, as this bill calls for.

In addition, the early inclusion of
those nations will also be a very power-
ful example and an incentive to en-
courage other Eastern European na-
tions, such as Romania, Ukraine, Slo-
venia, and the Republic of Slovakia to
hasten their unchangeable commit-
ment to democratic institutions.

NATO membership by these newly
democratic nations will help secure
their place among the Central and
Western European states. The stability
and fate of those nations are of vital
importance to the peace and security
of Europe.

Mr. Speaker, | urge my colleagues to
support this important piece of legisla-
tion.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia [Mr. WoLF].

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, | want to
express some reservations. | commend
the leadership on both sides for what
they are trying to do. Eventually these
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countries ought to be part of NATO, no
matter what Russia thinks.

However, | have some reservations.
First, Poland. In Poland | wish Lech
Walesa was still the head. In Poland a
former leading member of the Polish
Communist government is not the new
prime minister. In Hungary, foreign in-
vestors are concerned that socialism is
coming back, and many people who
were Communists when we knew they
were Communists are now back in the
government.

In Bulgaria, there are many Com-
munists that have come back in gov-
ernment and, hopefully, the demo-
cratic leaning party will win in the up-
coming election. In Romania, many of
the same people that were in the
Ceausescu government are still part of
the government. So | am concerned
about this.

Also | think if this does pass that we
should lay the word down that we ex-
pect all of these countries to respect
human rights: freedom of religion, free-
dom of worship, no antisemitism, free-
dom of movement, and freedom of ex-
pression. I am concerned that perhaps
we should wait and hold out a little
longer on NATO expansion to make
sure these countries really do join de-
mocracy, whereby they become eligible
for NATO.

So | commend the gentlemen on both
sides but | want to raise some con-
cerns. If communism comes back, these
countries ought not be part of NATO.

Mr. Speaker, | rise to express concern
about H.R. 3564, the NATO Enlargement Fa-
cilitation Act of 1996. | have some serious res-
ervations about expanding this critical alliance
at this time. Things are still too uncertain in
the newly democratic countries in Eastern and
Central Europe.

| support the concept of NATO expansion,
but | think it's too early to be changing the for-
mula that has worked to preserve peace in
Western Europe for so long. More time need
to pass to give these new governments a
chance to show that they are truly committed
to democracy, human rights, and being the
kind of government necessary to be a trust-
worthy partner in NATO.

| am encouraged by the progress | have
seen since 1989. Some countries are doing
better than others, but for the most part we do
not see today the kinds of human rights
abuses we saw in the pre-1989 ear. Elections
have taken place. Good constitutions have
been put in place. Rule-of-law is advancing.
Individual freedoms—such as freedom of ex-
pression, freedom of religion and freedom of
association—are being preserved. But, | agree
with the words of University of lllinois profes-
sor Ed Kolodziej, as reported on June 18 in an
article in the Christian Science Monitor, “I
don't think [these countries] are ripe by a long
shot.”

| am deeply concerned that in many coun-
tries in Eastern and Central Europe, former
communists are in some capacity in govern-
ment. In Poland, Hungary, Romania, and Bul-
garia former members of the Communist party
are in charge. In other countries, they are still
politically active. Some of them are reformed
Communists; some of them are not. It is cru-
cial that we let enough time pass to be able
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to determine who is who. Actions speak louder
than words. We must be able to differentiate
clearly between those who are truly committed
to democracy and those who are only talking
the talk before we commit to protect them.

Things are better, but they are not perfect.
| have heard reports that Hungarian Govern-
ment representatives, at a conference in Bu-
dapest during the first week of July, adopted
a provocative declaration on the status of
Hungarians abroad causing concern for its
neighbors. While | remain concerned over the
state of Hungarian minority communities in
Europe, this declaration illustrated a regret-
table insensitivity toward Hungary’s neighbors.
There are still reports that high-profile individ-
uals, journalists and foreigners are subject to
surveillance by security agents in Romania.

When new countries join NATO, they are
full-fledged partners. They are entitled to all of
our military secrets and the full protection of
the United States. | just do not think that the
American people are ready for new commit-
ments overseas when we can barely get sup-
port for current ones. We currently have
22,000 American troops doing a great job
bringing peace to Bosnia, but | know this is
not a popular idea with the American people.
Would there be the support to send troops to
Poland or Hungary or Romania to help gov-
ernments with former Communists in power?

| don't think so. Not right now. Not before
democracy has been tested and tried in
Central and Eastern Europe and Communists
no longer have influence.

So, Mr. Speaker, | support the concept of
NATO expansion, but | don't think we should
do it now. It's too early.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, | yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Ala-
bama [Mr. CALLAHAN], chairman of the
Subcommittee on Foreign Operations,
Export Financing and Related Pro-
grams.

(Mr. CALLAHAN asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Speaker, |
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me.

I think many of my colleagues know
my philosophy about Members of Con-
gress involving themselves in foreign
affairs to the extent that we try to dic-
tate policy. But it is my understanding
of this bill that we are not dictating
policy. We are strongly suggesting to
NATO and to the administration that
they encourage the acceptance of three
countries and that they expand NATO.

I might say that there is an avenue
now through the Partnership for Peace
where NATO can be expanded. But |
think it is high time, like some of you,
that we do expand NATO, that we do
expedite the process, because a lot of
countries have been waiting a lot of
time in order to be included in there.

It is my personal philosophy that we
ought to include all nations over there,
because if you are going to have a suc-
cessful NATO, it simply says that one
of these nations will not attack an-
other. If it does take place, then those
nations that are a part of NATO will
defend it. So if all of them were in-
cluded, it would seem to me that we
would have the best of all worlds. But
we must begin with the process.
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The NATO people must recognize
that this process should start. It should
have started a lot sooner than that. So
we are not dictating to the administra-
tion. We are not dictating to NATO. We
are simply saying that it is time to
move on, that these three nations, spe-
cifically mentioned in here as sugges-
tions, have been waiting a long time,
that their acceptance would be an en-
hancement. | would encourage my col-
leagues to vote in favor of this meas-
ure.

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. CALLAHAN. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Nebraska.

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, the
gentleman’s comments gives us an op-
portunity to recognize that we are not
barring membership for any country
through this resolution, but we are pro-
viding an infrastructure and training
assistance program, a modest one, by
authorizing it as a part of this pro-
posed act.

| thank the gentleman for giving me
a chance to remind our colleagues that
we are not dictating NATO member-
ship for any country, only facilitating
assistance to these three countries
that seem to have done an outstanding
job in preparing for NATO membership.
I thank the gentleman for yielding to
me.
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Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker,
myself the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HAYWORTH). The gentleman from New
York is recognized for 2 minutes.

(Mr. GILMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, in con-
cluding our debate today | would like
to note that support for this measure
has grown rapidly since we first intro-
duced it several months ago. We now
have 37 co-sponsors, almost evenly di-
vided between Members of the majority
and the minority. The bill has been
warmly endorsed by the coalitions rep-
resenting the 23 million Americans of
Central and Eastern European descent.
They wrote to me stating that from
their point of view this is the most im-
portant legislation we will consider
this year.

And finally just this morning we re-
ceived word that the administration
has decided to show its support behind
the bill. The administration states, and
I quote: ‘“The administration welcomes
congressional support for the enlarge-
ment of NATO as reflected in H.R.
3564.”

Accordingly, | appreciate the support
of my colleagues and look forward to
early approval of the measure.

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. GILMAN. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Nebraska.

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, |
thank the distinguised chairman, the

I yield
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gentleman from New York [Mr. GiIL-
MAN], for yielding to me. Earlier Cro-
atia was mentioned as a possible addi-
tion to the names of the countries that
might eventually qualify for the assist-
ance program we are authorizing by
this resolutions when they moved to a
greater degree of democracy and re-
spect for human rights. That certainly
is possible. Slovenia was also men-
tioned as a country that ought to be
considered, and | fully agree that it
ought to be considered for the assist-
ance program.

Something that has not been men-
tioned is the recent improvements in
democracy, economic reform, and
human rights that has taken place in
that nation which was formerly part of
Yugoslavia, now called the Former
Yugoslavia Republic of Macedonia
[FYROM]. Its progress and potential
for advancement into the front ranks
for consideration for NATO member-
ship are also to be recognized.

I thank the gentleman for recogniz-
ing me for this purpose.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, | rise in
strong support of the NATO Enlarge-
ment Facilitation Act of 1996, H.R.
3564.

This legislation reflects strong bipar-
tisan support in the U.S. Congress for
welcoming the new democracies of
Eastern and Central Europe into NATO
when they are prepared to meet the re-
sponsibilities of membership. And it
authorizes necessary assistance to help
these new democracies prepare for
NATO membership.

As cochairman of the Baltic freedom
caucus in Congress, | particularly com-
mend to my colleagues the provisions
of H.R. 3564 relating to Lithuania, Lat-
via, and Estonia. H.R. 3564 states that
it is the sense of Congress that Lithua-
nia, Latvia, and Estonia have valid his-
torical security concerns that must be
taken into account by the United
States, and the Lithuania, Latvia, and
Estonia should not be disadvantaged in
seeking to join NATO by virtue of their
forcible incorporation into the Soviet
Union. H.R. 3564 also names Lithuania,
Lativa, and Estonia as countries which
should participate in the Regional Air-

space Initiative and the Partnership
for Peace Information Management
System.

The fledgling Baltic democracies,
still struggling to overcome the effects
of 50 years of communist domination,
have made great efforts to prepare
themselves for NATO membership.
They are reforming their armies and
instituting civilian controls and Demo-
cratic values. They have proven their
ability to cooperate in multilateral ef-
forts through the Baltic battalion.
They have participated in Partnership
For Peace training exercises. And they
have contributed troops to the NATO-
led operation in Bosnia, where they
have earned the respect of their NATO
allies and suffered in loss of their
young soldiers.

U.S. policy in Eastern and Central
Europe should be based on two goals:
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First, to support the security of the
new democracies in the Baltics, East-
ern and Central Europe; and second, to
create a climate of trust in our rela-
tions with Russia, so it understands
that the West has no hostile intentions
toward Russia’s territory or its people.

Expanding NATO membership at the
appropriate time will enhance U.S. se-
curity, and strengthen democracy and
free market reforms throughout
Central and Eastern Europe. An ex-
panded NATO, carefully crafted, can
secure the peace for generations to
come.

As a cosponsor of H.R. 3564, | urge my
colleagues to support and pass the
NATO Facilitation Act of 1996.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker,
back the balance of my time.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, | yield
back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HAYWORTH). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from
New York [Mr. GILMAN] that the House
suspend the rules and pass the bill,
H.R. 3564, as amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill,
as amended, was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

I yield

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that all members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on the subject of the measure
just considered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, is it
still appropriate for a request for the
yeas and nays to be ordered?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to a demand for the yeas and
nays?

There was no objection.

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker,
that | demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 5, rule I, and the Chair’s
prior announcement further proceed-
ings on this motion will be postponed.

on

IRAN AND LIBYA SANCTIONS ACT
OF 1996

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s table the bill, (H.R. 3107) to
impose sanctions on persons making
certain investments directly and sig-
nificantly contributing to the enhance-
ment of the ability of Iran and Libya
to develop its petroleum resources, and
on persons exporting certain items
that enhance Libya’s weapons or avia-
tion capabilities or enhance Libya’s
ability to develop its petroleum re-
sources, and for other purposes, with a
Senate amendment thereto and concur
in the Senate amendment.
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The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The Clerk read the Senate amend-
ment, as follows:

Senate amendment:

Page 7, strike out all after line 7, over to
and including line 20 on page 8 and insert:

(b) Mandatory Sanctions With Respect to
Libya.—

(1) VIOLATIONS OF PROHIBITED TRANS-
ACTIONS.—Except as provided in subsection
(f), the President shall impose 2 or more of
the sanctions described in paragraphs (1)
through (6) of section 6 if the President de-
termines that a person has, with actual
knowledge, on or after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act, exported, transferred, or
otherwise provided to Libya any goods, serv-
ices, technology, or other items the provi-
sion of which is prohibited under paragraph
4(b) or 5 of Resolution 748 of the Security
Council of the United Nations, adopted
March 31, 1992, or under paragraph 5 or 6 of
Resolution 883 of the Security Council of the
United Nations, adopted November 11, 1993, if
the provision of such items significantly and
materially—

(A) contributed to Libya’s ability to ac-
quire chemical, biological, or nuclear weap-
ons or destabilizing numbers and types of ad-
vanced conventional weapons or enhanced
Libya’s military or paramilitary capabili-
ties;

(B) contributed to Libya’s ability to de-
velop its petroleum resources; or

(C) contributed to Libya’s ability to main-
tain its aviation capabilities.

(2) INVESTMENTS THAT CONTRIBUTE TO THE
DEVELOPMENT OF PETROLEUM RESOURCES.—
Except as provided in subsection (f), the
President shall impose 2 or more of the sanc-
tions described in paragraphs (1) through (6)
of section if the President determines that a
person has, with actual knowledge, on or
after the date of the enactment of this Act,
made an investment of $40,000,000 or more (or
any combination of investments of at least
$10,000,000 each, which in the aggregate
equals or exceeds $40,000,000 in any 12-month
period), that directly and significantly con-
tributed to the enhancement of Libya’s abil-
ity to develop its petroleum resources.

Mr. GILMAN (during the reading).
Mr. Speaker, | ask unanimous consent
the Senate amendment be considered
as read and printed in the RECORD.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New York?

Mr. HAMILTON. Reserving the right
to object, Mr. Speaker, | do not intend
to object, but I will yield to the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. GILMAN] to
explain the bill. I would then reclaim
my time to pose some questions and
make a few comments about the meas-
ure.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HAMILTON. | yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, | am very
pleased to bring before the House H.R.
3107, the Iran and Libya Sanctions Act
of 1996, as amended, which mandates
sanctions on persons making invest-
ments that would enhance the ability
of Iran to explore for, extract, refine,
or transport by pipeline petroleum re-
sources.

The text of this bill is identical to
that adopted by the Senate on July 16
on an amendment offered by Senators
KENNEDY and D’AMATO which modified
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the sanctions regime in regard to in-
vestments in Libya making it fully
consistent with the regime in place on
Iran.

Passage of the bill in its present form
clears this legislation for transmittal
to the President. In light of the grow-
ing possibility that a terrorist act led
to the destruction of TWA Flight 800
and the growing likelihood that state-
sponsored terrorism poses an increas-
ing threat to Americans inside and out-
side the United States, we should have
in place the strongest possible deter-
rent to any future acts of terrorism
supported by such rogue regimes as
Iran and Libya.

Enactment of this bill today will ac-
complish this objective.

Its other provisions would also estab-
lish a mandatory sanctions regime on
foreign persons who violate U.N. Secu-
rity Council Resolutions 748 and 883 by
selling weapons, aviation equipment
and oil equipment to Libya, a country
responsible for the cowardly and unfor-
givable attack on Pan Am Flight 103 in
December 1988.

I urge my colleagues to pass this ur-
gently needed legislation.

Mr. HAMILTON. Reclaiming my
time, Mr. Speaker, if the gentleman
from New York will permit, | would
like to ask him a couple of questions.
My understanding is that the Senate
made two major changes in the bill be-
fore sending it to the House.

First, the Senate added mandatory
sanctions for certain foreign invest-
ments in Libya’s energy sector. The
House bill would have imposed manda-
tory sanctions only on certain foreign
exports to Libya and on certain invest-
ments in Iran.

Second, the Senate increased from 1
to 2 the number of sanctions the Presi-
dent would be required to impose on
firms that engaged in prohibited in-
vestment or trade with Libya. The
House bill would require the President
to impose only one sanction on Iran.

My impression is that as a result of
the Senate amendments the sanctions
in the bill before us today are tougher
on Libya than they are on Iran. Is that
the understanding of the gentleman
from New York?

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will further yield, the Sen-
ate amendment made sanctions against
investments that contribute to the de-
velopment of Libya’s petroleum re-
sources mandatory rather than discre-
tionary. It makes the investment re-
gime toward Libya fully consistent
with that adopted by this body in re-
gard to Iran.

Mr. HAMILTON. Is it the gentle-
man’s understanding, however, that
the sanctions in this bill today are
tougher on Libya than they are on
Iran?

Mr. GILMAN. The gentleman is cor-
rect.

Mr. HAMILTON. | am supporting the
bill, of course, but it does seem to me
the rationale is less clear. Iran poses a
far more serious threat to the United
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States national interests in my judg-
ment than does Libya, and if the gen-
tleman agrees with me on that point,
perhaps the gentleman could explain
why we should sanction foreign compa-
nies that do business with Libya more
harshly than we sanction companies
that do business with Iran.

Before the gentleman responds, may
I simply add that the bill that passed
the House last month would have im-
posed mandatory sanctions only on
certain exports to Libya, and my un-
derstanding is that the administration
and the Committee on Ways and Means
opposed mandatory sanctions on in-
vestment in Libya for two reasons:

First, since there is already substan-
tial foreign investment in Libya, they
argued that hitting investment with
mandatory sanctions would only have
a marginal impact on Libya’s energy
sector but would anger many of our
biggest trade partners; and, second, the
administration and the Committee on
Ways and Means were concerned that
unilateral United States measures
could jeopardize existing international
cooperation in Libya.

In light of these arguments, is the
gentleman from New York concerned
that enactment of the bill in its cur-
rent form would weaken the existing
international sanctions regime against
Libya?

Mr. GILMAN. If the gentleman will
further yield, in response to the gentle-
man’s query, Libya has already estab-
lished a clear track record of non-
compliance with the U.N. Security
Council Resolutions 731, 748 and 883.
The failure of the Libyan Government
to hand over for trial the two suspects
in the Pan Am bombing is in itself a
matter of grave concern, threatening
peace and security in that entire re-
gion.

The world community would appear
to have very few remaining alter-
natives in that regard. They include
additional sanctions and the imposi-
tion of penalties for noncompliance
and some kind of collective security
action directed against the Libyan re-
gime.

I am certain that most of us would
agree that we should try to put in
place any and all measures designed to
bring Libya into compliance before we
undertake any effort for a collective
security operation to establish a block-
ade or initiate some kind of military
action against Libya.

I would also note that the U.N. al-
ready has in place oil field equipment
sanctions against Libya. Additional
sanctions in this bill on investment in
Libya’s oil sector simply complements
and further strengthens those existing
sanctions.

Furthermore, we should not lose
sight of the fact that there are reports
of increased violations of the existing
U.N. sanctions on Libya. Adoption of
these amendments today will help us
to address those problems.

Mr. HAMILTON. | thank the gen-
tleman for his answers.
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Mr. Speaker, further reserving the
right to object, may | say a couple of
things about the bill that is before us
at this moment?

I support the bill because, as the gen-
tleman from New York has indicated,
the conduct of Iran and Libya remains
far outside international norms, and
our allies have simply not done enough
to help us change that conduct. Rhet-
oric alone is not sufficient, steps to in-
crease the economic isolation of Iran
and Libya are warranted, and this bill
takes U.S. policy in the right direction.

The objective of economic sanctions
must always be to maximize economic
pressure on the target countries while
minimizing economic and other costs
for ourselves. If the measures in this
bill are not deployed carefully, they
will run the risk of causing us more
harm than they cause either Iran or
Libya. That is because many of our
closest allies and biggest trading part-
ners have told us they view this bill as
an effort to force them to change their
policies toward Iran and Libya. They
consider such pressure a threat to their
sovereignty; they have promised to re-
spond.

What will they do? Nobody knows for
sure, but | see two potential problems
to United States national interests:
One, international cooperation on Iran
and Libya could be reduced rather than
increased. United States policies, not
the policies of Iran and Libya, could
become the focus of international at-
tention. Iran and Libya surely would
take comfort in seeing our allies gang
up on us rather than against them.
Second, retaliatory steps by our trad-
ing partners could prove costly to
American workers and firms.
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The national interest waiver in this
bill will help the President steer us
clear of these potential costs to U.S.
interests. It is my hope that the Presi-
dent will be able to use waivers and the
possibility of sanctions to open a win-
dow of opportunity for negotiations on
multilateral steps that would be more
effective than unilateral sanctions in
influencing the conduct of Iran and
Libya. But waivers and sanctions are
blunt policy instruments. We are hand-
ing the President a difficult task and a
heavy responsibility without giving
him all the policy tools he may need.

He will have to exercise the limited
discretion this bill gives him with
great skill.

This bill deserves our support, and so
will our President as he seeks to carry
it out.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Speaker, first let me again
commend the gentleman from New York [Mr.
GILMAN] for his work on this issue. No one can
guestion his commitment to fighting terrorism
and proliferation.

Moreover, there is no doubt that Iran and
Libya are rouge states. The leaders of these
regimes continue to violate every standard of
acceptable behavior. | share the goals of turn-
ing Iran and Libya away from terrorism, away
from making weapons of mass destruction and
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away from brutality against their own people.
And | agree that current U.S. Policy is failing
badly, not achieving any of these goals. But |
fear this legislation is a step backward, not for-
ward. In my judgment, this bill will likely not
work, for four reasons.

First, economic sanctions simply do not
work in today’s world when the United States
acts alone. The Soviet grain embargo is the
greatest example of a unilateral sanction with
terrific goals and utterly ineffective results that
cost billions in dollars of U.S. exports. But the
same can be said for any number of U.S. uni-
lateral sanctions.

Iran has 65 million people and a $300 billion
economy. Libya has 5 million people and a
$33 billion economy. Neither country can be
isolated, geographically or economically. In
both countries, exports are growing. From
1988 to 1994, Iran’'s exports grew nearly 50
percent, to $19 billion. Libya's exports grew
nearly 10 percent, to $8 billion.

The reality is none of Iran’s or Libya’'s major
trading partners will go along with our sanc-
tions. Not Germany. Not France. Not Italy. Not
Spain. And not Japan. Without their coopera-
tion, how will our sanctions ever work?

This brings me to the second flaw in this
bill. This legislation would impose a secondary
boycott on our closest allies. The sponsors
argue that the bill will force Europe to choose
between trading with us and trading with Iran
and Libya. This will never work.

The primary effect of this bill has been to
unify the European Union—all 15 members—
against our policy toward Iran and Libya. Just
like the extraterritorial reach of the 1982 So-
viet pipeline embargo unified Europe. If this
becomes law, we should expect blocking stat-
utes to prevent European companies from
complying, as well as retaliatory actions. Libya
is a major source of petroleum for Western
Europe. How can we expect those countries to
forego Libya’s oil? It simply will not happen.

Aside from Europe’s interests in Libya, the
Moslem countries of the Middle East, South
Asia, and the Caucasus will not comply. Look
what is happening with Iran. Pakistan now has
an economic alliance with Iran. The Ukraine,
Kazakhstan, Armenia, Turkmenistan, and
Azerbaijan all are pursuing trade and invest-
ment with Iran. With these countries, Iran is
likely to be a major partner in developing oil
and gas resources in central Asia.

We have invested a lot in cultivating good
relations with these former Soviet Republics.
Are we now going to impose sanctions and
throw away all our work over the past 5
years? If we do sanction these countries, how
will they respond?

This legislation will not isolate Iran and
Libya. It will isolate us. No one should be sur-
prised. After all, the Arab League boycott of
Israel has been a total failure. We and the Eu-
ropeans all prevented our companies from
complying. The same thing could happen with
this legislation.

Third, this bill could prove a mistake be-
cause it provides the leaders of Iran and Libya
with a convenient excuse for their own fail-
ures. Both regimes have inflicted great suffer-
ing on their people. The elites siphon off more
and more money to prop up their own posi-
tions. But as the discontent rises among the
Libyan and Iranian people, Qadhafi and the
Ayatollahs will just point to the United States
and say: “See what the Americans are doing
to you.”
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Fourth, | am concerned that this is the easy
way out for the administration. Enactment of
this bill will replace the more necessary need.
The administration, I'm convinced, will con-
tinue to fail to do the harder work of leading
a coherent, multilateral response to the appall-
ing policies of Iran. The test of our policy must
be its impact on Iran’s current regime. It is not
enough that our goals are laudable. Our ac-
tions must be focused on stopping Iran’s dan-
gerous behavior, and this takes the hard work
of multilateral action.

Mr. Speaker, in sum, Iran and Libya threat-
en international peace and security. Our goal
must be to change their behavior. Whatever
we do, it must be effective. We need our allies
with us, not against us. There was a time
when the United States could sound the alarm
and Europe would rally to our side. That day
is over. Economic sanctions and secondary
boycotts have not—and will not—work when
they are unilateral.

With enactment of this bill, I'm concerned
we will have jeopardized our relations with the
very countries whose support we need to
eventually reach the goal of turning Iran and
Libya away from their current terrorist behav-
ior.

Mr. DEUTSCH. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in
strong support of the Iran-Libya Oil Sanctions
Act. This bill is important to the United States
because it seeks to limit Iran’s and Libya's
ability to destabilize the Middle East. These
sanctions will limit both countries’ ability to ex-
port terrorism and upset the peace process in
the Middle East.

| am a strong advocate of this bill because
it will hit these parish nations where it hurts—
oil production. By limiting foreign investment
into the petroleum sector, this legislation will
prevent both nations from funding the expan-
sionist military policies. It will make it more dif-
ficult for Iran to purchase additional diesel
submarines whose sole purpose is to close off
oil exports from the gulf. It will hinder Libyan
efforts to increase their stockpile of chemical
weapons. And most importantly it will constrict
Iran’s ability to obtain a nuclear weapon.

This bill sends a clear message to both Iran
and Libya that America will not sit idly and
watch them build up their military capabilities
for the sole purpose of regional intimidation. |
urge my colleagues to support final passage
of this bill.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, | with-
draw my reservation of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HAYWORTH). Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the original request of the
gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on the legislation just consid-
ered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New York?
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There was no objection.

FOOD QUALITY PROTECTION ACT
OF 1996

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Speaker, | move
to suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 1627) to amend the Federal Insec-
ticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act
and the Federal Food, Drug, and Cos-
metic Act, and for other purposes, as
amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 1627

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘““Food Qual-
ity Protection Act of 1996"".

TITLE I—SUSPENSION-APPLICATORS
SEC. 101. REFERENCE.

Whenever in this title an amendment or re-
peal is expressed in terms of an amendment
to, or repeal of, a section or other provision,
the reference shall be considered to be made
to a section or other provision of the Federal
Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act.

Subtitle A—Suspension
SEC. 102. SUSPENSION.

(a) SECTION 6(c)(1).—The second sentence of
section 6(c)(1) (7 U.S.C. 136d(c)(1)) is amended
to read: ‘“Except as provided in paragraph
(3), no order of suspension may be issued
under this subsection unless the Adminis-
trator has issued, or at the same time issues,
a notice of intention to cancel the registra-
tion or change the classification of the pes-
ticide under subsection (b).”.

(b) SEcTION 6(c)(3).—Section 6(c)(3) (7
U.S.C. 136d(c)(3)) is amended—

(1) by inserting after the first sentence the
following new sentence: ‘““The Administrator
may issue an emergency order under this
paragraph before issuing a notice of inten-
tion to cancel the registration or change the
classification of the pesticide under sub-
section (b) and the Administrator shall pro-
ceed to issue the notice under subsection (b)
within 90 days of issuing an emergency
order. If the Administrator does not issue a
notice under subsection (b) within 90 days of
issuing an emergency order, the emergency
order shall expire.””; and

(2) by striking ““In that case’ and inserting
“In the case of an emergency order’.

SEC. 103. TOLERANCE REEVALUATION AS PART
OF REREGISTRATION.

Section 4(g)(2) (7 U.S.C. 136a-1(g)(2)) is
amended by adding at the end the following:

“(E) As soon as the Administrator has suf-
ficient information with respect to the die-
tary risk of a particular active ingredient,
but in any event no later than the time the
Administrator makes a determination under
subparagraph (C) or (D) with respect to pes-
ticides containing a particular active ingre-
dient, the Administrator shall—

‘(i) reassess each associated tolerance and
exemption from the requirement for a toler-
ance issued under section 408 of the Federal
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C.
346a);

““(ii) determine whether such tolerance or
exemption meets the requirements of that
Act;

“(iif) determine whether additional toler-
ances or exemptions should be issued;

“(iv) publish in the Federal Register a no-
tice setting forth the determinations made
under this subparagraph; and

““(v) commence promptly such proceedings
under this Act and section 408 of the Federal
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act as are war-
ranted by such determinations.”.
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SEC. 104. SCIENTIFIC ADVISORY PANEL.

Section 25(d) (7 U.S.C. 136w(d)) is amend-
ed—

(1) in the first sentence, by striking “The
Administrator shall’” and inserting:

“(1) IN  GENERAL.—The Administrator
shall’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:

““(2) SCIENCE REVIEW BOARD.—There is es-
tablished a Science Review Board to consist
of 60 scientists who shall be available to the
Scientific Advisory Panel to assist in re-
views conducted by the Panel. Members of
the Board shall be selected in the same man-
ner as members of temporary subpanels cre-
ated under paragraph (1). Members of the
Board shall be compensated in the same
manner as members of the Panel.”.

SEC. 105. NITROGEN STABILIZER.

(a) SECTION 2.—Section 2 (7 U.S.C. 136) is
amended—

(1) in subsection (a)—

(A) in paragraph (1) by striking ‘‘or’ after
““defoliant,”” and inserting ‘‘, or nitrogen sta-
bilizer’” after ‘‘desiccant’’;

(B) at the end of paragraph (3) by striking
“and’’;

(C) at the end of paragraph (4) by striking
the period and inserting **; and’’; and

(D) at the end by adding the following:

““(5) in the case of a nitrogen stabilizer, an
ingredient which will prevent or hinder the
process of nitrification, denitrification, am-
monia volatilization, or urease production
through action affecting soil bacteria.”;

(2) in subsection (u), by striking “and’ be-
fore ““(2)”” and by inserting ‘““and (3) any ni-
trogen stabilizer,” after ‘““desiccant,’”’; and

(3) at the end by adding the following:

““(hh) NITROGEN STABILIZER.—The term ‘ni-
trogen stabilizer’ means any substance or
mixture of substances intended for prevent-
ing or hindering the process of nitrification,
denitrification, ammonia volatilization, or
urease production through action upon soil
bacteria. Such term shall not include—

““(1) dicyandiamide;

““(2) ammonium thiosulfate; or

“(3) any substance or mixture of sub-
stances.—

“(A) that was not registered pursuant to
section 3 prior to January 1, 1992; and

“(B) that was in commercial agronomic

use prior to January 1, 1992, with respect to
which after January 1, 1992, the distributor
or seller of the substance or mixture has
made no specific claim of prevention or hin-
dering of the process of nitrification,
denitrification, ammonia volatilization
urease production regardless of the actual
use or purpose for, or future use or purpose
for, the substance or mixture.
Statements made in materials required to be
submitted to any State legislative or regu-
latory authority, or required by such author-
ity to be included in the labeling or other lit-
erature accompanying any such substance or
mixture shall not be deemed a specific claim
within the meaning of this subsection.”.

(b) SecTIiON 3(f).—Section 3(f) (7 U.S.C.
136a(f)) is amended by adding at the end the
following:

““(4) MIXTURES OF NITROGEN STABILIZERS
AND FERTILIZER PRODUCTS.—ANy mixture or
other combination of—

“(A) 1 or more nitrogen stabilizers reg-
istered under this Act; and

“(B) 1 or more fertilizer products,
shall not be subject to the provisions of this
section or sections 4, 5, 7, 15, and 17(a)(2) if
the mixture or other combination is accom-
panied by the labeling required under this
Act for the nitrogen stabilizer contained in
the mixture or other combination, the mix-
ture or combination is mixed or combined in
accordance with such labeling, and the mix-
ture or combination does not contain any ac-
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tive ingredient other than the nitrogen sta-
bilizer.”.
SEC. 106. PERIODIC REGISTRATION REVIEW.

(&) SECTION 6.—Section 6 (7 U.S.C. 136d) is
amended—

(1) in subsection (a), by striking the head-
ing and inserting the following:

““(a) EXISTING STOCKS AND INFORMATION.—"’;
and

(2) by amending paragraph (1) of subsection
(a) to read as follows:

‘(1) EXISTING STOCKS.—The Administrator
may permit the continued sale and use of ex-
isting stocks of a pesticide whose registra-
tion is suspended or canceled under this sec-
tion, or section 3 or 4, to such extent, under
such conditions, and for such uses as the Ad-
ministrator determines that such sale or use
is not inconsistent with the purposes of this
Act.”.

(b) SECTION 3.—Section 3 (7 U.S.C. 136a) is
amended by adding at the end the following:

““(g) REGISTRATION REVIEW.—

“(1)(A) GENERAL RULE.—The registrations
of pesticides are to be periodically reviewed.
The Administrator shall by regulation estab-
lish a procedure for accomplishing the peri-
odic review of registrations. The goal of
these regulations shall be a review of a pes-
ticide’s registration every 15 years. No reg-
istration shall be canceled as a result of the
registration review process unless the Ad-
ministrator follows the procedures and sub-
stantive requirements of section 6.

“(B) LIMITATION.—Nothing in this sub-
section shall prohibit the Administrator
from undertaking any other review of a pes-
ticide pursuant to this Act.

““(2)(A) DATA.—The Administrator shall use
the authority in subsection (c)(2)(B) to re-
quire the submission of data when such data
are necessary for a registration review.

‘“(B) DATA SUBMISSION, COMPENSATION, AND
EXEMPTION.—For purposes of this subsection,
the provisions of subsections (c)(1), (c)(2)(B),
and (c)(2)(D) shall be utilized for and be ap-
plicable to any data required for registration
review.”.

Subtitle B—Training for Maintenance
Applicators and Service Technicians

SEC. 120. MAINTENANCE APPLICATORS AND
SERVICE TECHNICIANS DEFINI-
TIONS.

Section 2 (7 U.S.C. 136), as amended by sec-
tion 106, is amended by adding at the end the
following:

“(j})) MAINTENANCE APPLICATOR.—The term
‘maintenance applicator’ means any individ-
ual who, in the principal course of such indi-
vidual’s employment, uses, or supervises the
use of, a pesticide not classified for re-
stricted use (other than a ready to use
consumer products pesticides); for the pur-
pose of providing structural pest control or
lawn pest control including janitors, general
maintenance personnel, sanitation person-
nel, and grounds maintenance personnel. The
term ‘maintenance applicator’ does not in-
clude private applicators as defined in sec-
tion 2(e)(2); individuals who use
antimicrobial pesticides, sanitizers or dis-
infectants; individuals employed by Federal,
State, and local governments or any politi-
cal subdivisions thereof, or individuals who
use pesticides not classified for restricted
use in or around their homes, boats, sod
farms, nurseries, greenhouses, or other non-
commercial property.

“(kk) SERVICE TECHNICIAN.—The term
‘service technician’ means any individual
who uses or supervises the use of pesticides
(other than a ready to use consumer prod-
ucts pesticide) for the purpose of providing
structural pest control or lawn pest control
on the property of another for a fee. The
term ‘service technician’ does not include in-
dividuals who use antimicrobial pesticides,
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sanitizers or disinfectants; or who otherwise

apply ready to use consumer products pes-

ticides.”.

SEC. 121. MINIMUM REQUIREMENTS FOR TRAIN-

ING OF MAINTENANCE APPLICA-
TORS AND SERVICE TECHNICIANS.

The Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and
Rodenticide Act (7 U.S.C. 136 et seq.) is
amended—

(1) by redesignating sections 30 and 31 as
sections 33 and 34, respectively; and

(2) by adding after section 29 the following:
“SEC. 30. MINIMUM REQUIREMENTS FOR TRAIN-

ING OF MAINTENANCE APPLICA-
TORS AND SERVICE TECHNICIANS.

‘““Each State may establish minimum re-
quirements for training of maintenance ap-
plicators and service technicians. Such
training may include instruction in the safe
and effective handling and use of pesticides
in accordance with the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency approved labeling, and in-
struction in integrated pest management
techniques. The authority of the Adminis-
trator with respect to minimum require-
ments for training of maintenance applica-
tors and service technicians shall be limited
to ensuring that each State understands the
provisions of this section.”.

TITLE II—MINOR USE CROP PROTECTION,
ANTIMICROBIAL PESTICIDE REGISTRA-
TION REFORM, AND PUBLIC HEALTH
PESTICIDES

SEC. 201. REFERENCE.

Whenever in this title an amendment or re-
peal is expressed in terms of an amendment
to, or repeal of, a section or other provision,
the reference shall be considered to be made
to a section or other provision of the Federal
Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act.

Subtitle A—Minor Use Crop Protection

SEC. 210. MINOR CROP PROTECTION.

(a) DEFINITION.—Section 2 (7 U.S.C. 136), as
amended by section 120, is further amended
by adding at the end the following:

“(I) MINOR USeE.—The term ‘minor use’
means the use of a pesticide on an animal, on
a commercial agricultural crop or site, or for
the protection of public health where—

““(1) the total United States acreage for the
crop is less than 300,000 acres, as determined
by the Secretary of Agriculture; or

“(2) the Administrator, in consultation
with the Secretary of Agriculture, deter-
mines that, based on information provided
by an applicant for registration or a reg-
istrant, the use does not provide sufficient
economic incentive to support the initial
registration or continuing registration of a
pesticide for such use and—

“(A) there are insufficient efficacious al-
ternative registered pesticides available for
the use;

“(B) the alternatives to the pesticide use
pose greater risks to the environment or
human health;

““(C) the minor use pesticide plays or will
play a significant part in managing pest re-
sistance; or

‘(D) the minor use pesticide plays or will

play a significant part in an integrated pest
management program.
The status as a minor use under this sub-
section shall continue as long as the Admin-
istrator has not determined that, based on
existing data, such use may cause an unrea-
sonable adverse effect on the environment
and the use otherwise qualifies for such sta-
tus.”.

(b) EXcrLusiVE USe OF MINOR USE PEs-
TICIDES.—Section 3(e))(F) @ U.S.C.
136a(c)(1)(F)) is amended—

(1) by redesignating clauses (ii) and (iii) as
clauses (iii) and (iv), respectively; and

(2) by inserting after clause (i) the follow-
ing:
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“(ii) The period of exclusive data use pro-
vided under clause (i) shall be extended 1 ad-
ditional year for each 3 minor uses registered
after the date of enactment of this clause
and within 7 years of the commencement of
the exclusive use period, up to a total of 3
additional years for all minor uses registered
by the Administrator if the Administrator,
in consultation with the Secretary of Agri-
culture, determines that, based on informa-
tion provided by an applicant for registra-
tion or a registrant, that—

“(1) there are insufficient efficacious alter-
native registered pesticides available for the
use;

“(I1) the alternatives to the minor use pes-
ticide pose greater risks to the environment
or human health;

“(111) the minor use pesticide plays or will
play a significant part in managing pest re-
sistance; or

“(1V) the minor use pesticide plays or will
play a significant part in an integrated pest
management program.

The registration of a pesticide for a minor
use on a crop grouping established by the
Administrator shall be considered for pur-
poses of this clause 1 minor use for each rep-
resentative crop for which data are provided
in the crop grouping. Any additional exclu-
sive use period under this clause shall be
modified as appropriate or terminated if the
registrant voluntarily cancels the product or
deletes from the registration the minor uses
which formed the basis for the extension of
the additional exclusive use period or if the
Administrator determines that the reg-
istrant is not actually marketing the prod-
uct for such minor uses.”’;

(3) in clause (iv), as amended by paragraph
(1), by striking ‘‘and (ii)”’ and inserting *‘,
(ii), and (iii)’’; and

(4) at the end of the section, as amended by
paragraph (1), by adding the following:

““(v) The period of exclusive use provided
under clause (ii) shall not take into effect
until 1 year after enactment of this clause,
except where an applicant or registrant is
applying for the registration of a pesticide
containing an active ingredient not pre-
viously registered.

“(vi) With respect to data submitted after
the date of enactment of this clause by an
applicant or registrant to support an amend-
ment adding a new use to an existing reg-
istration that does not retain any period of
exclusive use, if such data relates solely to a
minor use of a pesticide, such data shall not,
without the written permission of the origi-
nal data submitter, be considered by the Ad-
ministrator to support an application for a
minor use by another person during the pe-
riod of 10 years following the date of submis-
sion of such data. The applicant or reg-
istrant at the time the new minor use is re-
quested shall notify the Administrator that
to the best of their knowledge the exclusive
use period for the pesticide has expired and
that the data pertaining solely to the minor
use of a pesticide is eligible for the provi-
sions of this paragraph. If the minor use reg-
istration which is supported by data submit-
ted pursuant to this subsection is volun-
tarily canceled or if such data are subse-
quently used to support a nonminor use, the
data shall no longer be subject to the exclu-
sive use provisions of this clause but shall
instead be considered by the Administrator
in accordance with the provisions of clause
(i), as appropriate.”.

(c) TIME EXTENSIONS FOR DEVELOPMENT OF
MINOR USe DATA.—

(1) DATA cALL-IN.—Section 3(c)(2)(B) (7
U.S.C. 136a(c)(2)(B)) is amended by adding at
the end the following:

““(vi) Upon the request of a registrant the
Administrator shall, in the case of a minor
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use, extend the deadline for the production
of residue chemistry data under this sub-
paragraph for data required solely to support
that minor use until the final deadline for
submission of data under section 4 for the
other uses of the pesticide established as of
the date of enactment of the Food Quality
Protection Act of 1996, if—

“(1) the data to support other uses of the
pesticide on a food are being provided;

“(I1) the registrant, in submitting a re-
quest for such an extension, provides a
schedule, including interim dates to measure
progress, to assure that the data production
will be completed before the expiration of
the extension period;

“(11) the Administrator has determined
that such extension will not significantly
delay the Administrator’s schedule for issu-
ing a reregistration eligibility determination
required under section 4; and

“(IV) the Administrator has determined
that based on existing data, such extension
would not significantly increase the risk of
any unreasonable adverse effect on the envi-
ronment. If the Administrator grants an ex-
tension under this clause, the Administrator
shall monitor the development of the data
and shall ensure that the registrant is meet-
ing the schedule for the production of the
data. If the Administrator determines that
the registrant is not meeting or has not met
the schedule for the production of such data,
the Administrator may proceed in accord-
ance with clause (iv) regarding the continued
registration of the affected products with the
minor use and shall inform the public of such
action. Notwithstanding the provisions of
this clause, the Administrator may take ac-
tion to modify or revoke the extension under
this clause if the Administrator determines
that the extension for the minor use may
cause an unreasonable adverse effect on the
environment. In such circumstance, the Ad-
ministrator shall provide, in writing to the
registrant, a notice revoking the extension
of time for submission of data. Such data
shall instead be due in accordance with the
date established by the Administrator for
the submission of the data.”.

(2) REREGISTRATION.—Sections 4(d)(4)(B),
4(e)(2)(B), and 4(H(2)(B) (7 U.S.C. 136a-
1(d)(@)(B), (e)(2)(B), and (f)(2)(B)) are each
amended by adding at the end the following:
“Upon application of a registrant, the Ad-
ministrator shall, in the case of a minor use,
extend the deadline for the production of res-
idue chemistry data under this subparagraph
for data required solely to support that
minor use until the final deadline for sub-
mission of data under this section for the
other uses of the pesticide established as of
the date of enactment of the Food Quality
Protection Act of 1996 if—

‘(i) the data to support other uses of the
pesticide on a food are being provided;

“(if) the registrant, in submitting a re-
quest for such an extension provides a sched-
ule, including interim dates to measure
progress, to assure that the data production
will be completed before the expiration of
the extension period;

“(iii) the Administrator has determined
that such extension will not significantly
delay the Administrator’s schedule for issu-
ing a reregistration eligibility determination
required under this section; and

“(iv) the Administrator has determined
that based on existing data, such extension
would not significantly increase the risk of
any unreasonable adverse effect on the envi-
ronment. If the Administrator grants an ex-
tension under this subparagraph, the Admin-
istrator shall monitor the development of
the data and shall ensure that the registrant
is meeting the schedule for the production of
the data. If the Administrator determines
that the registrant is not meeting or has not
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met the schedule for the production of such
data, the Administrator may proceed in ac-
cordance with clause (iv) of section 3(c)(2)(B)
or other provisions of this section, as appro-
priate, regarding the continued registration
of the affected products with the minor use
and shall inform the public of such action.
Notwithstanding the provisions of this sub-
paragraph, the Administrator may take ac-
tion to modify or revoke the extension under
this subparagraph if the Administrator de-
termines that the extension for the minor
use may cause an unreasonable adverse af-
fect on the environment. In such cir-
cumstance, the Administrator shall provide
written notice to the registrant revoking the
extension of time for submission of data.
Such data shall instead be due in accordance
with the date then established by the Admin-
istrator for submission of the data.””.

(d) MINOR Use WAIVER.—Section 3(c)(2) (7
U.S.C. 136a(c)(2)) is amended—

(1) by inserting “IN GENERAL.— after
“AYT

(2) by inserting ‘“ADDITIONAL DATA.—" after
“(B)":

(3) by inserting ‘““SIMPLIFIED PROCEDURES.—
” after ““(C)”’; and

(4) by adding at the end the following:

“(E) MINOR USE WAIVER.—In handling the
registration of a pesticide for a minor use,
the Administrator may waive otherwise ap-
plicable data requirements if the Adminis-
trator determines that the absence of such
data will not prevent the Administrator
from determining—

‘(i) the incremental risk presented by the
minor use of the pesticide; and

‘(i) that such risk, if any, would not be an
unreasonable adverse effect on the environ-
ment.”.

(e) EXPEDITING MINOR USE REGISTRA-
TIONS.—Section 3(c)(3) (7 U.S.C. 136a(c)(3)) is
amended —

(1) by inserting after ““(A)” the following:
“IN GENERAL.—"";

(2) by inserting after “/(B)”” the following:
“IDENTICAL OR SUBSTANTIALLY SIMILAR.—"";
and

(3) by adding at the end the following:

““(C) MINOR USE REGISTRATION.—

“(i) The Administrator shall, as expedi-
tiously as possible, review and act on any
complete application—

“(I) that proposes the initial registration
of a new pesticide active ingredient if the ac-
tive ingredient is proposed to be registered
solely for minor uses, or proposes a registra-
tion amendment solely for minor uses to an
existing registration; or

“(I1) for a registration or a registration
amendment that proposes significant minor
uses.

““(ii) For the purposes of clause (i)—

“(1) the term ‘as expeditiously as possible’
means that the Administrator shall, to the
greatest extent practicable, complete a re-
view and evaluation of all data, submitted
with a complete application, within 12
months after the submission of the complete
application, and the failure of the Adminis-
trator to complete such a review and evalua-
tion under clause (i) shall not be subject to
judicial review; and

“(I1) the term ‘significant minor uses’
means 3 or more minor uses proposed for
every nonminor use, a minor use that would,
in the judgment of the Administrator, serve
as a replacement for any use which has been
canceled in the 5 years preceding the receipt
of the application, or a minor use that in the
opinion of the Administrator would avoid
the reissuance of an emergency exemption
under section 18 for that minor use.

‘(D) ADEQUATE TIME FOR SUBMISSION OF
MINOR USE DATA.—If a registrant makes a re-
quest for a minor use waiver, regarding data
required by the Administrator, pursuant to
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paragraph (2)(E), and if the Administrator
denies in whole or in part such data waiver
request, the registrant shall have a full-time
period for providing such data. For purposes
of this subparagraph, the term ‘full-time pe-
riod’ means the time period originally estab-
lished by the Administrator for submission
of such data, beginning with the date of re-
ceipt by the registrant of the Administra-
tor’s notice of denial.”.

(f) TEMPORARY EXTENSION OF REGISTRATION
FOR UNSUPPORTED MINOR USES.—

(1) REREGISTRATION.—

(A) Sections 4(d)(6) and 4(f)(3) (7 U.S.C.
136a-1(d)(6) and (f)(3)) are each amended by
adding at the end the following: ““If the reg-
istrant does not commit to support a specific
minor use of the pesticide, but is supporting
and providing data in a timely and adequate
fashion to support uses of the pesticide on a
food, or if all uses of the pesticide are
nonfood uses and the registrant does not
commit to support a specific minor use of
the pesticide but is supporting and providing
data in a timely and adequate fashion to sup-
port other nonfood uses of the pesticide, the
Administrator, at the written request of the
registrant, shall not take any action pursu-
ant to this paragraph in regard to such un-
supported minor use until the final deadline
established as of the date of enactment of
the Food Quality Protection Act of 1996, for
the submission of data under this section for
the supported uses identified pursuant to
this paragraph unless the Administrator de-
termines that the absence of the data is sig-
nificant enough to cause human health or
environmental concerns. On such a deter-
mination the Administrator may refuse the
request for extension by the registrant. Upon
receipt of the request from the registrant,
the Administrator shall publish in the Fed-
eral Register a notice of the receipt of the
request and the effective date upon which
the uses not being supported will be volun-
tarily deleted from the registration pursuant
to section 6(f)(1). If the Administrator grants
an extension under this paragraph, the Ad-
ministrator shall monitor the development
of the data for the uses being supported and
shall ensure that the registrant is meeting
the schedule for the production of such data.
If the Administrator determines that the
registrant is not meeting or has not met the
schedule for the production of such data, the
Administrator may proceed in accordance
with section 3(c)(2)(B)(iv) regarding the con-
tinued registration of the affected products
with the minor and other uses and shall in-
form the public of such action in accordance
with section 6(f)(2). Notwithstanding this
subparagraph, the Administrator may deny,
modify, or revoke the temporary extension
under this paragraph if the Administrator
determines that the continuation of the
minor use may cause an unreasonable ad-
verse effect on the environment. In the event
of modification or revocation, the Adminis-
trator shall provide, in writing, to the reg-
istrant a notice revoking the temporary ex-
tension and establish a new effective date by
which the minor use shall be deleted from
the registration.”.

(B) Section 4(e)(3)(A) (7 U.S.C. 136a-
1(e)(3)(A)) is amended by adding at the end
the following: “If the registrant does not
commit to support a specific minor use of
the pesticide, but is supporting and provid-
ing data in a timely and adequate fashion to
support uses of the pesticide on a food, or if
all uses of the pesticide are nonfood uses and
the registrant does not commit to support a
specific minor use of the pesticide but is sup-
porting and providing data in a timely and
adequate fashion to support other nonfood
uses of the pesticide, the Administrator, at
the written request of the registrant, shall
not take any action pursuant to this sub-
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paragraph in regard to such unsupported
minor use until the final deadline estab-
lished as of the date of enactment of the
Food Quality Protection Act of 1996, for the
submission of data under this section for the
supported uses identified pursuant to this
subparagraph unless the Administrator de-
termines that the absence of the data is sig-
nificant enough to cause human health or
environmental concerns. On the basis of such
determination, the Administrator may
refuse the request for extension by the reg-
istrant. Upon receipt of the request from the
registrant, the Administrator shall publish
in the Federal Register a notice of the re-
ceipt of the request and the effective date
upon which the uses not being supported will
be voluntarily deleted from the registration
pursuant to section 6(f)(1). If the Adminis-
trator grants an extension under this sub-
paragraph, the Administrator shall monitor
the development of the data for the uses
being supported and shall ensure that the
registrant is meeting the schedule for the
production of such data. If the Adminis-
trator determines that the registrant is not
meeting or has not met the schedule for the
production of such data, the Administrator
may proceed in accordance with section
3(c)(2)(B)(iv) regarding the continued reg-
istration of the affected products with the
minor and other uses and shall inform the
public of such action in accordance with sec-
tion 6(f)(2). Notwithstanding this subpara-
graph, the Administrator may deny, modify,
or revoke the temporary extension under
this subparagraph if the Administrator de-
termines that the continuation of the minor
use may cause an unreasonable adverse ef-
fect on the environment. In the event of
modification or revocation, the Adminis-
trator shall provide, in writing, to the reg-
istrant a notice revoking the temporary ex-
tension and establish a new effective date by
which the minor use shall be deleted from

the registration.”.

(2) DATA.—Section 3(c)(2)(B) (7 U.S.C.
136a(c)(2)(B)), as amended by subsection
(€)(1), is further amended by adding at the
end the following:

““(vii) If the registrant does not commit to
support a specific minor use of the pesticide,
but is supporting and providing data in a
timely and adequate fashion to support uses
of the pesticide on a food, or if all uses of the
pesticide are nonfood uses and the registrant
does not commit to support a specific minor
use of the pesticide but is supporting and
providing data in a timely and adequate
fashion to support other nonfood uses of the
pesticide, the Administrator, at the written
request of the registrant, shall not take any
action pursuant to this clause in regard to
such unsupported minor use until the final
deadline established as of the date of enact-
ment of the Food Quality Protection Act of
1996, for the submission of data under section
4 for the supported uses identified pursuant
to this clause unless the Administrator de-
termines that the absence of the data is sig-
nificant enough to cause human health or
environmental concerns. On the basis of such
determination, the Administrator may
refuse the request for extension by the reg-
istrant. Upon receipt of the request from the
registrant, the Administrator shall publish
in the Federal Register a notice of the re-
ceipt of the request and the effective date
upon which the uses not being supported will
be voluntarily deleted from the registration
pursuant to section 6(f)(1). If the Adminis-
trator grants an extension under this clause,
the Administrator shall monitor the develop-
ment of the data for the uses being supported
and shall ensure that the registrant is meet-
ing the schedule for the production of such
data. If the Administrator determines that
the registrant is not meeting or has not met
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the schedule for the production of such data,
the Administrator may proceed in accord-
ance with clause (iv) of this subparagraph re-
garding the continued registration of the af-
fected products with the minor and other
uses and shall inform the public of such ac-
tion in accordance with section 6(f)(2). Not-
withstanding the provisions of this clause,
the Administrator may deny, modify, or re-
voke the temporary extension under this
subparagraph if the Administrator deter-
mines that the continuation of the minor use
may cause an unreasonable adverse effect on
the environment. In the event of modifica-
tion or revocation, the Administrator shall
provide, in writing, to the registrant a notice
revoking the temporary extension and estab-
lish a new effective date by which the minor
use shall be deleted from the registration.”.

(g) Section 6(f) (7 U.S.C. 136d(f)) is amend-
ed—

(1) in paragraph (1)(C)(ii) by striking “‘90-
day’” each place it appears and inserting
‘“180-day’’; and

(2) in paragraph (3)(A) by striking ‘“90-day”’
and inserting ‘‘180-day’’.

(h) UTILIZATION OF DATA FOR VOLUNTARILY
CANCELED CHEMICALS.—Section 6(f) (7 U.S.C.
136d(f)) is amended by adding at the end the
following:

““(4) UTILIZATION OF DATA FOR VOLUNTARILY
CANCELED PESTICIDE.—When an application is
filed with the Administrator for the registra-
tion of a pesticide for a minor use and an-
other registrant subsequently voluntarily
cancels its registration for an identical or
substantially similar pesticide for an iden-
tical or substantially similar use, the Ad-
ministrator shall process, review, and evalu-
ate the pending application as if the vol-
untary cancellation had not yet taken place
except that the Administrator shall not take
such action if the Administrator determines
that such minor use may cause an unreason-
able adverse effect on the environment. In
order to rely on this subsection, the appli-
cant must certify that it agrees to satisfy
any outstanding data requirements nec-
essary to support the reregistration of the
pesticide in accordance with the data sub-
mission schedule established by the Admin-
istrator.”.

(i) ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
MINOR UStE PROGRAM.—The Federal Insecti-
cide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act (7
U.S.C. 136 et seq.), as amended by section 121,
is amended by adding after section 30 the fol-
lowing:

“SEC. 31. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
MINOR USE PROGRAM.

““(a) The Administrator shall assure coordi-
nation of minor use issues through the estab-
lishment of a minor use program within the
Office of Pesticide Programs. Such office
shall be responsible for coordinating the de-
velopment of minor use programs and poli-
cies and consulting with growers regarding
minor use issues and registrations and
amendments which are submitted to the En-
vironmental Protection Agency.

“(b) The Office of Pesticide Programs shall
prepare a public report concerning the
progress made on the registration of minor
uses, including implementation of the exclu-
sive use as an incentive for registering new
minor uses, within 3 years of the passage of
the Food Quality Protection Act of 1996."".

(J) DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE MINOR
USe PROGRAM.—The Federal Insecticide,
Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act (7 U.S.C. 136
et seq.), as amended by subsection (i), is
amended by adding after section 31 the fol-
lowing:

“SEC. 32. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE MINOR
USE PROGRAM.

““(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Agri-

culture (hereinafter in this section referred
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to as the ‘Secretary’) shall assure the coordi-
nation of the responsibilities of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture related to minor uses of
pesticides, including—

“(1) carrying out the Inter-Regional
Project Number 4 (IR-4) as described in sec-
tion 2 of Public Law 89-106 (7 U.S.C. 450i(e))
and the national pesticide resistance mon-
itoring program established under section
1651 of the Food, Agriculture, Conservation,
and Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 5882);

“(2) supporting integrated pest manage-
ment research;

““(3) consulting with growers to develop
data for minor uses; and

““(4) providing assistance for minor use reg-
istrations, tolerances, and reregistrations
with the Environmental Protection Agency.

“(b)(1) MINOR USE PESTICIDE DATA.—

““(A) GRANT AUTHORITY.—The Secretary, in
consultation with the Administrator, shall
establish a program to make grants for the
development of data to support minor use
pesticide registrations and reregistrations.
The amount of any such grant shall not ex-
ceed ¥z of the cost of the project for which
the grant is made.

“(B) APPLICANTS.—ANy person who wants
to develop data to support minor use pes-
ticide registrations and reregistrations may
apply for a grant under subparagraph (A).
Priority shall be given to an applicant for
such a grant who does not directly receive
funds from the sale of pesticides registered
for minor uses.

“(C) DATA OWNERSHIP.—AnNy data that is
developed under a grant under subparagraph
(A) shall be jointly owned by the Department
of Agriculture and the person who received
the grant. Such a person shall enter into an
agreement with the Secretary under which
such person shall share any fee paid to such
person under section 3(c)(1)(F).

““(2) MINOR USE PESTICIDE DATA REVOLVING
FUND.—

““(A) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established
in the Treasury of the United States a re-
volving fund to be known as the Minor Use
Pesticide Data Revolving Fund. The Fund
shall be available without fiscal year limita-
tion to carry out the authorized purposes of
this subsection.

““(B) CONTENTS OF THE FUND.—There shall
be deposited in the Fund—

‘(i) such amounts as may be appropriated
to support the purposes of this subsection;
and

“(ii) fees collected by the Secretary for
any data developed under a grant under
paragraph (1)(A).

““(C) AUTHORIZATIONS OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated for
each fiscal year to carry out the purposes of
this subsection $10,000,000 to remain avail-
able until expended.””.

Subtitle B—Antimicrobial Pesticide
Registration Reform
SEC. 221. DEFINITIONS.

Section 2 (7 U.S.C. 136), as amended by sec-
tion 210(a) is further amended—

(1) in subsection (u), by adding at the end
the following: ““The term ‘pesticide’ does not
include liquid chemical sterilant products
(including any sterilant or subordinate dis-
infectant claims on such products) for use on
a critical or semi-critical device, as defined
in section 201 of the Federal Food, Drug, and
Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 321). For purposes of
the preceding sentence, the term ‘critical de-
vice’ includes any device which is introduced
directly into the human body, either into or
in contact with the bloodstream or normally
sterile areas of the body and the term ‘semi-
critical device’ includes any device which
contacts intact mucous membranes but
which does not ordinarily penetrate the
blood barrier or otherwise enter normally
sterile areas of the body.”’; and
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(2) by adding at the end the following:

“(mm) ANTIMICROBIAL PESTICIDE.—

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘antimicrobial
pesticide’ means a pesticide that—

“(A) is intended to—

(i) disinfect, sanitize, reduce, or mitigate
growth or development of microbiological
organisms; or

““(ii) protect inanimate objects, industrial
processes or systems, surfaces, water, or
other chemical substances from contamina-
tion, fouling, or deterioration caused by bac-
teria, viruses, fungi, protozoa, algae, or
slime; and

““(B) in the intended use is exempt from, or
otherwise not subject to, a tolerance under
section 408 of the Federal Food, Drug, and
Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 346a and 348) or a
food additive regulation under section 409 of
such Act.

““(2) EXCLUDED PRODUCTS.—The term
‘antimicrobial pesticide’ does not include —

“(A) a wood preservative or antifouling
paint product for which a claim of pesticidal
activity other than or in addition to an ac-
tivity described in paragraph (1) is made;

*“(B) an agricultural fungicide product; or

““(C) an aquatic herbicide product.

“3) INCLUDED PRODUCTS.—The  term
‘antimicrobial pesticide’ does include any
other chemical sterilant product (other than
liquid chemical sterilant products exempt
under subsection (u)), any other disinfectant
product, any other industrial microbiocide
product, and any other preservative product
that is not excluded by paragraph (2).”.

SEC. 222. FEDERAL AND STATE DATA COORDINA-
TION.

Section 3(c)(2)(B) (7 U.S.C. 136a(c)(2)(B)), as
amended by section 210(f)(2), is amended by
adding at the end the following:

“(viii)(l) If data required to support reg-
istration of a pesticide under subparagraph
(A) is requested by a Federal or State regu-
latory authority, the Administrator shall, to
the extent practicable, coordinate data re-
quirements, test protocols, timetables, and
standards of review and reduce burdens and
redundancy caused to the registrant by mul-
tiple requirements on the registrant.

“(I1) The Administrator may enter into a
cooperative agreement with a State to carry
out subclause (1).

“(111) Not later than 1 year after the date
of enactment of this clause, the Adminis-
trator shall develop a process to identify and
assist in alleviating future disparities be-
tween Federal and State data require-
ments.”’.

SEC. 223. LABEL AND LABELING.

Section 3(c) (7 U.S.C. 136a(c)) is amended
by adding at the end the following:

““(9) LABELING.—

““(A) ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS.—Subject to
subparagraphs (B) and (C), it shall not be a
violation of this Act for a registrant to mod-
ify the labeling of an antimicrobial pesticide
product to include relevant information on
product efficacy, product composition, con-
tainer composition or design, or other char-
acteristics that do not relate to any pes-
ticidal claim or pesticidal activity.

““(B) REQUIREMENTS.—Proposed labeling in-
formation under subparagraph (A) shall not
be false or misleading, shall not conflict
with or detract from any statement required
by law or the Administrator as a condition
of registration, and shall be substantiated on
the request of the Administrator.

““(C) NOTIFICATION AND DISAPPROVAL.—

““(i) NOTIFICATION.—A registration may be
modified under subparagraph (A) if —

“(l) the registrant notifies the Adminis-
trator in writing not later than 60 days prior
to distribution or sale of a product bearing
the modified labeling; and

“(I) the Administrator does not dis-
approve of the modification under clause (ii).
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“(ii) DisapPROVAL.—Not later than 30 days
after receipt of a notification under clause
(i), the Administrator may disapprove the
modification by sending the registrant noti-
fication in writing stating that the proposed
language is not acceptable and stating the
reasons why the Administrator finds the pro-
posed modification unacceptable.

“(iif) RESTRICTION ON SALE.—A registrant
may not sell or distribute a product bearing
a disapproved modification.

““(iv) OBJECTION.—A registrant may file an
objection in writing to a disapproval under
clause (ii) not later than 30 days after receipt
of notification of the disapproval.

““(v) FINAL ACTION.—A decision by the Ad-
ministrator following receipt and consider-
ation of an objection filed under clause (iv)
shall be considered a final agency action.

‘(D) Use bpILUTION.—The label or labeling
required under this Act for an antimicrobial
pesticide that is or may be diluted for use
may have a different statement of caution or
protective measures for use of the rec-
ommended diluted solution of the pesticide
than for use of a concentrate of the pesticide
if the Administrator determines that —

‘(i) adequate data have been submitted to
support the statement proposed for the di-
luted solution uses; and

“(if) the label or labeling provides ade-
quate protection for exposure to the diluted
solution of the pesticide.”.

SEC. 224. REGISTRATION REQUIREMENTS FOR
ANTIMICROBIAL PESTICIDES.

Section 3 (7 U.S.C. 136a), as amended by
section 106(b), is further amended by adding
at the end the following:

““(h) REGISTRATION REQUIREMENTS
ANTIMICROBIAL PESTICIDES.—

““(1) EVALUATION OF PROCESS.—To0 the maxi-
mum extent practicable consistent with the
degrees of risk presented by a antimicrobial
pesticide and the type of review appropriate
to evaluate the risks, the Administrator
shall identify and evaluate reforms to the
antimicrobial registration process that
would reduce review periods existing as of
the date of enactment of this subsection for
antimicrobial pesticide product registration
applications and applications for amended
registration of antimicrobial pesticide prod-
ucts, including—

“(A) new antimicrobial active ingredients;

““(B) new antimicrobial end-use products;

“(C) substantially similar or identical
antimicrobial pesticides; and

“(D) amendments to antimicrobial
ticide registrations.

““(2) REVIEW TIME PERIOD REDUCTION GOAL.—
Each reform identified under paragraph (1)
shall be designed to achieve the goal of re-
ducing the review period following submis-
sion of a complete application, consistent
with the degree of risk, to a period of not
more than —

“(A) 540 days for a new antimicrobial ac-
tive ingredient pesticide registration;

““(B) 270 days for a new antimicrobial use of
a registered active ingredient;

“(C) 120 days for any
antimicrobial product;

“(D) 90 days for a substantially similar or
identical antimicrobial product;

“(E) 90 days for an amendment to an
antimicrobial registration that does not re-
quire scientific review of data; and

““(F) 90 to 180 days for an amendment to an
antimicrobial registration that requires sci-
entific review of data and that is not other-
wise described in this paragraph.

““(3) IMPLEMENTATION.—

““(A) PROPOSED RULEMAKING.—

“(i) IssuAaNcCE.—Not later than 270 days
after the date of enactment of this sub-
section, the Administrator shall publish in
the Federal Register proposed regulations to
accelerate and improve the review of
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antimicrobial pesticide products designed to
implement, to the extent practicable, the
goals set forth in paragraph (2).

““(i1) REQUIREMENTS.—Proposed regulations
issued under clause (i) shall —

“(1) define the wvarious classes of
antimicrobial use patterns, including house-
hold, industrial, and institutional disinfect-
ants and sanitizing pesticides, preservatives,
water treatment, and pulp and paper mill ad-
ditives, and other such products intended to
disinfect, sanitize, reduce, or mitigate
growth or development of microbiological
organisms, or protect inanimate objects, in-
dustrial processes or systems, surfaces,
water, or other chemical substances from
contamination, fouling, or deterioration
caused by bacteria, viruses, fungi, protozoa,
algae, or slime;

“(11) differentiate the types of review un-
dertaken for antimicrobial pesticides;

“(111) conform the degree and type of re-
view to the risks and benefits presented by
antimicrobial pesticides and the function of
review under this Act, considering the use
patterns of the product, toxicity, expected
exposure, and product type;

“(IV) ensure that the registration process
is sufficient to maintain antimicrobial pes-
ticide efficacy and that antimicrobial pes-
ticide products continue to meet product
performance standards and effectiveness lev-
els for each type of label claim made; and

“(V) implement effective and reliable dead-
lines for process management.

“(iif) COMMENTS.—In developing the pro-
posed regulations, the Administrator shall
solicit the views from registrants and other
affected parties to maximize the effective-
ness of the rule development process.

““(B) FINAL REGULATIONS.—

“(i) ISSUANCE.—The Administrator shall
issue final regulations not later than 240
days after the close of the comment period
for the proposed regulations.

“(ii) FAILURE TO MEET GOAL.—If a goal de-
scribed in paragraph (2) is not met by the
final regulations, the Administrator shall
identify the goal, explain why the goal was
not attained, describe the element of the reg-
ulations included instead, and identify fu-
ture steps to attain the goal.

“(ii1) REQUIREMENTS.—In issuing final reg-
ulations, the Administrator shall—

“(1) consider the establishment of a certifi-
cation process for regulatory actions involv-
ing risks that can be responsibly managed,
consistent with the degree of risk, in the
most cost-efficient manner;

“(I1) consider the establishment of a cer-
tification process by approved laboratories
as an adjunct to the review process;

“(111) use all appropriate and cost-effective
review mechanisms, including—

‘‘(aa) expanded use of notification and non-
notification procedures;

““(bb) revised procedures for application re-
view; and

“‘(cc) allocation of appropriate resources to
ensure streamlined management of
antimicrobial pesticide registrations; and

“(IV) clarify criteria for determination of
the completeness of an application.

“(C) EXPEDITED REVIEW.—This subsection
does not affect the requirements or extend
the deadlines or review periods contained in
subsection (c)(3).

‘(D) ALTERNATIVE REVIEW PERIODS.—If the
final regulations to carry out this paragraph
are not effective 630 days after the date of
enactment of this subsection, until the final
regulations become effective, the review pe-
riod, beginning on the date of receipt by the
Agency of a complete application, shall be —

“(i) 2 years for a new antimicrobial active
ingredient pesticide registration;

“(ii) 1 year for a new antimicrobial use of
a registered active ingredient;
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“(ifi) 180 days for other

antimicrobial product;

““(iv) 90 days for a substantially similar or
identical antimicrobial product;

“(v) 90 days for an amendment to an
antimicrobial registration that does not re-
quire scientific review of data; and

““(vi) 240 days for an amendment to an
antimicrobial registration that requires sci-
entific review of data and that is not other-
wise described in this subparagraph.

““(E) WooD PRESERVATIVES.—AnN application
for the registration, or for an amendment to
the registration, of a wood preservative prod-
uct for which a claim of pesticidal activity
listed in section 2(mm) is made (regardless of
any other pesticidal claim that is made with
respect to the product) shall be reviewed by
the Administrator within the same period as
that established under this paragraph for an
antimicrobial pesticide product application,
consistent with the degree of risk posed by
the use of the wood preservative product, if
the application requires the applicant to sat-
isfy the same data requirements as are re-
quired to support an application for a wood
preservative product that is an antimicrobial
pesticide.

““(F) NOTIFICATION.—

“(i) IN GENERAL.—Subject to clause (iii),
the Administrator shall notify an applicant
whether an application has been granted or
denied not later than the final day of the ap-
propriate review period under this para-
graph, unless the applicant and the Adminis-
trator agree to a later date.

““(if) FINAL DECISION.—If the Administrator
fails to notify an applicant within the period
of time required under clause (i), the failure
shall be considered an agency action unlaw-
fully withheld or unreasonably delayed for
purposes of judicial review under chapter 7 of
title 5, United States Code.

““(iii) EXEMPTION.—This subparagraph does
not apply to an application for an
antimicrobial pesticide that is filed under
subsection (c)(3)(B) prior to 90 days after the
date of enactment of this subsection.

““(4) ANNUAL REPORT.—

““(A) SUBMISSION.—Beginning on the date of
enactment of this subsection and ending on
the date that the goals under paragraph (2)
are achieved, the Administrator shall, not
later than March 1 of each year, prepare and
submit an annual report to the Committee
on Agriculture of the House of Representa-
tives and the Committee on Agriculture, Nu-
trition, and Forestry of the Senate.

““(B) REQUIREMENTS.—A report submitted
under subparagraph (A) shall include a de-
scription of—

‘(i) measures taken to reduce the backlog
of pending registration applications;

‘“(if) progress toward achieving reforms
under this subsection; and

““(iii) recommendations to improve the ac-
tivities of the Agency pertaining to
antimicrobial registrations.”.

SEC. 225. DISPOSAL OF HOUSEHOLD, INDUS-
TRIAL, OR INSTITUTIONAL
ANTIMICROBIAL PRODUCTS.

Section 19(h) (7 U.S.C. 136qg(h)) is amend-
ed—

(1) by striking ‘““Nothing in”” and inserting
the following:

““(1) IN GENERAL.—Nothing in”’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:

““(2) ANTIMICROBIAL PRODUCTS.—A house-
hold, industrial, or institutional
antimicrobial product that is not subject to
regulation under the Solid Waste Disposal
Act (42 U.S.C. 6901 et seq.) shall not be sub-
ject to the provisions of subsections (a), (e),
and (f), unless the Administrator determines
that such product must be subject to such
provisions to prevent an unreasonable ad-
verse effect on the environment.”.
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Subtitle C—Public Health Pesticides
SEC. 230. DEFINITIONS.

(a) ADVERSE EFFECTs.—Section 2(bb) (7
U.S.C. 136(bb)) is amended by adding at the
end the following: “The Administrator shall
consider the risks and benefits of public
health pesticides separate from the risks and
benefits of other pesticides. In weighing any
regulatory action concerning a public health
pesticide under this Act, the Administrator
shall weigh any risks of the pesticide against
the health risks such as the diseases trans-
mitted by the vector to be controlled by the
pesticide.”.

(b) NEw DEFINITIONS.—Section 2 (7 U.S.C.
136), as amended by section 221, is amended
by adding at the end the following:

“(nn) PuBLIC HEALTH PESTICIDE.—The term
‘public health pesticide’ means any minor
use pesticide product registered for use and
used predominantly in public health pro-
grams for vector control or for other recog-
nized health protection uses, including the
prevention or mitigation of viruses, bacteria,
or other microorganisms (other than viruses,
bacteria, or other microorganisms on or in
living man or other living animal) that pose
a threat to public health.

““(0oo) VECTOR.—The term ‘vector’ means
any organism capable of transmitting the
causative agent of human disease or capable
of producing human discomfort or injury, in-
cluding mosquitoes, flies, fleas, cockroaches,
or other insects and ticks, mites, or rats.”.
SEC. 231. REGISTRATION.

Section 3(c)(2)(A) (7 U.S.C. 136a(c)(2)(A)) is
amended—

(1) by inserting after ‘‘pattern of use,” the
following: ‘““the public health and agricul-
tural need for such minor use,”; and

(2) by striking ‘“‘potential exposure of man
and the environment to the pesticide” and
inserting ‘‘potential beneficial or adverse ef-
fects on man and the environment”’.

SEC. 232. REREGISTRATION.

Section 4 (7 U.S.C. 136a-1) is amended—

(1) in subsection (i)(4), by redesignating
subparagraphs (B) and (C) as subparagraphs
(C) and (D), respectively, and by adding after
subparagraph (A) the following:

“(B) The Administrator shall exempt any
public health pesticide from the payment of
the fee prescribed under paragraph (3) if, in
consultation with the Secretary of Health
and Human Services, the Administrator de-
termines, based on information supplied by
the registrant, that the economic return to
the registrant from sales of the pesticide
does not support the registration or rereg-
istration of the pesticide.”’;

(2) in subsection (i)(5), by redesignating
subparagraphs (F) and (G) as subparagraphs
(G) and (H), respectively, and by adding after
subparagraph (E) the following:

“(F) The Administrator shall exempt any
public health pesticide from the payment of
the fee prescribed under paragraph (3) if, in
consultation with the Secretary of Health
and Humans Services, the Administrator de-
termines, based on information supplied by
the registrant, that the economic return to
the registrant from sales of the pesticide
does not support the registration or rereg-
istration of the pesticide.”’;

(3) in subsection (i)(7)(B), by striking ‘“‘or
to determine’ and inserting *‘, to determine”
and by inserting before the period the follow-
ing: *‘, or to determine the volume usage for
public health pesticides’’; and

(4) in subsection (k)(3)(A), by striking ‘“‘or”’
at the end of clause (i), by striking the pe-
riod at the end of clause (ii) and inserting
thereof **; or’’, and by adding after clause (ii)
the following:

“(iif) proposes the initial or amended reg-
istration of an end use pesticide that, if reg-
istered as proposed, would be used for a pub-
lic health pesticide.”.



July 23, 1996

SEC. 233. CANCELLATION.

Section 6(b) (7 U.S.C. 136d(b)) is amended
by adding after the eighth sentence the fol-
lowing: “When a public health use is af-
fected, the Secretary of Health and Human
Services should provide available benefits
and use information, or an analysis thereof,
in accordance with the procedures followed
and subject to the same conditions as the
Secretary of Agriculture in the case of agri-
cultural pesticides.”.

SEC. 234. VIEWS OF THE SECRETARY OF HEALTH
AND HUMAN SERVICES.

Section 21 (7 U.S.C. 136s) is amended by re-
designating subsections (b) and (c) as sub-
sections (c) and (d), respectively, and by add-
ing after subsection (a) the following:

“(b) SECRETARY OF HEALTH AND HUMAN
SERVICES.—The Administrator, before pub-
lishing regulations under this Act for any
public health pesticide, shall solicit the
views of the Secretary of Health and Human
Services in the same manner as the views of
the Secretary of Agriculture are solicited
under section 25(a)(2).”.

SEC. 235. AUTHORITY OF ADMINISTRATOR.

Section 25(a)(1) (7 U.S.C. 136w(a)(1)) is
amended—

(1) by inserting after ‘“‘various classes of
pesticides’ the following: “‘, including public
health pesticides,”’; and

(2) by striking ‘‘and nonagricultural pes-
ticides” and inserting nonagricultural,
and public health pesticides”.

SEC. 236. IDENTIFICATION OF PESTS.

Section 28 (7 U.S.C. 136w-3) is amended by
adding at the end the following:

““(d) PuBLIC HEALTH PESTS.—The Adminis-
trator, in coordination with the Secretary of
Agriculture and the Secretary of Health and
Human Services, shall identify pests of sig-
nificant public health importance and, in co-
ordination with the Public Health Service,
develop and implement programs to improve
and facilitate the safe and necessary use of
chemical, biological, and other methods to
combat and control such pests of public
health importance.”.

SEC. 237. PUBLIC HEALTH DATA.

Section 4 (7 U.S.C. 136a-1) is amended by
adding at the end the following:

““(m) AUTHORIZATION OF FUNDS To DEVELOP
PuBLIC HEALTH DATA.—

‘(1) DEFINITION.—For the purposes of this
section, ‘Secretary’ means the Secretary of
Health and Human Services, acting through
the Public Health Service.

““(2) CONSULTATION.—INn the case of a pes-
ticide registered for use in public health pro-
grams for vector control or for other uses
the Administrator determines to be human
health protection uses, the Administrator
shall, upon timely request by the registrant
or any other interested person, or on the Ad-
ministrator’s own initiative may, consult
with the Secretary prior to taking final ac-
tion to suspend registration under section
3(c)(2)(B)(iv), or cancel a registration under
section 4, 6(e), or 6(f). In consultation with
the Secretary, the Administrator shall pre-
scribe the form and content of requests
under this section.

““(3) BENEFITS TO SUPPORT FAMILY.—The
Administrator, after consulting with the
Secretary, shall make a determination
whether the potential benefits of continued
use of the pesticide for public health or
health protection purposes are of such sig-
nificance as to warrant a commitment by
the Secretary to conduct or to arrange for
the conduct of the studies required by the
Administrator to support continued registra-
tion under section 3 or reregistration under
section 4.

“(4) ADDITIONAL TIME.—If the Adminis-
trator determines that such a commitment
is warranted and in the public interest, the
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Administrator shall notify the Secretary and
shall, to the extent necessary, amend a no-
tice issued under section 3(c)(2)(B) to specify
additional reasonable time periods for sub-
mission of the data.

““(5) ARRANGEMENTS.—The Secretary shall
make such arrangements for the conduct of
required studies as the Secretary finds nec-
essary and appropriate to permit submission
of data in accordance with the time periods
prescribed by the Administrator. Such ar-
rangements may include Public Health Serv-
ice intramural research activities, grants,
contracts, or cooperative agreements with
academic, public health, or other organiza-
tions qualified by experience and training to
conduct such studies.

*“(6) SUPPORT.—The Secretary may provide
for support of the required studies using
funds authorized to be appropriated under
this section, the Public Health Service Act,
or other appropriate authorities. After a de-
termination is made under subsection (d),
the Secretary shall notify the Committees
on Appropriations of the House Representa-
tives and the Senate of the sums required to
conduct the necessary studies.

““(7) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to
carry out the purposes of this section
$12,000,000 for fiscal year 1997, and such sums
as may be necessary for succeeding fiscal
years.”.

Subtitle D—Expedited Registration of
Reduced Risk Pesticides

SEC. 250. EXPEDITED REGISTRATION OF PES-
TICIDES .

Section 3(c) (7 U.S.C. 136a(c)), as amended
by section 223, is amended—

(1) by adding at the end of paragraph (1)
the following:

““(G) If the applicant is requesting that the
registration or amendment to the registra-
tion of a pesticide be expedited, an expla-
nation of the basis for the request must be
submitted, in accordance with paragraph (10)
of this subsection.”’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:

‘“(10) EXPEDITED REGISTRATION OF PES-
TICIDES.—

“(A) Not later than 1 year after the date of
enactment of this paragraph, the Adminis-
trator shall, utilizing public comment, de-
velop procedures and guidelines, and expe-
dite the review of an application for registra-
tion of a pesticide or an amendment to a reg-
istration that satisfies such guidelines.

““(B) Any application for registration or an
amendment, including biological and con-
ventional pesticides, will be considered for
expedited review under this paragraph. An
application for registration or an amend-
ment shall qualify for expedited review if use
of the pesticide proposed by the application
may reasonably be expected to accomplish 1
or more of the following:

“(i) Reduce the risks of pesticides to
human health.

““(ii) Reduce the risks of pesticides to non-
target organisms.

““(iii) Reduce the potential for contamina-
tion of groundwater, surface water, or other
valued environmental resources.

‘“(iv) Broaden the adoption of integrated
pest management strategies, or make such
strategies more available or more effective.

*“(C) The Administrator, not later than 30
days after receipt of an application for expe-
dited review, shall notify the applicant
whether the application is complete. If it is
found to be incomplete, the Administrator
may either reject the request for expedited
review or ask the applicant for additional in-
formation to satisfy the guidelines developed
under subparagraph (A).”.
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TITLE I1I—DATA COLLECTION ACTIVITIES
TO ASSURE THE HEALTH OF INFANTS
AND CHILDREN AND OTHER MEASURES

SEC. 301. DATA COLLECTION ACTIVITIES TO AS-

SURE THE HEALTH OF INFANTS AND
CHILDREN.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Agri-
culture, in consultation with the Adminis-
trator of the Environmental Protection
Agency and the Secretary of Health and
Human Services, shall coordinate the devel-
opment and implementation of survey proce-
dures to ensure that adequate data on food
consumption patterns of infants and children
are collected.

(b) PROCEDURES.—To0 the extent prac-
ticable, the procedures referred to in sub-
section (a) shall include the collection of
data on food consumption patterns of a sta-
tistically valid sample of infants and chil-
dren.

(c) RESIDUE DATA COLLECTION.—The Sec-
retary of Agriculture shall ensure that the
residue data collection activities conducted
by the Department of Agriculture in co-
operation with the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency and the Department of Health
and Human Services, provide for the im-
proved data collection of pesticide residues,
including guidelines for the use of com-
parable analytical and standardized report-
ing methods, and the increased sampling of
foods most likely consumed by infants and
children.

SEC. 302. COLLECTION OF PESTICIDE USE INFOR-

MATION.

(@) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Agri-
culture shall collect data of statewide or re-
gional significance on the use of pesticides
to control pests and diseases of major crops
and crops of dietary significance, including
fruits and vegetables.

(b) CoLLECTION.—The data shall be col-
lected by surveys of farmers or from other
sources offering statistically reliable data.

(c) COORDINATION.—The Secretary of Agri-
culture shall, as appropriate, coordinate
with the Administrator of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency in the design of
the surveys and make available to the Ad-
ministrator the aggregate results of the sur-
veys to assist the Administrator.

SEC. 303. INTEGRATED PEST MANAGEMENT.

The Secretary of Agriculture, in coopera-
tion with the Administrator, shall imple-
ment research, demonstration, and edu-
cation programs to support adoption of Inte-
grated Pest Management. Integrated Pest
Management is a sustainable approach to
managing pests by combining biological, cul-
tural, physical, and chemical tools in a way
that minimizes economic, health, and envi-
ronmental risks. The Secretary of Agri-
culture and the Administrator shall make
information on Integrated Pest Management
widely available to pesticide users, including
Federal agencies. Federal agencies shall use
Integrated Pest Management techniques in
carrying out pest management activities and
shall promote Integrated Pest Management
through procurement and regulatory poli-
cies, and other activities.

SEC. 304. COORDINATION OF CANCELLATION.
Section 2(bb) (7 U.S.C. 136(bb)) is amend-

ed—

(1) by inserting ““(1)”" after “means’’; and

(2) by striking the period at the end of the
first sentence and inserting “‘, or (2) a human
dietary risk from residues that result from a
use of a pesticide in or on any food inconsist-
ent with the standard under section 408 of
the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act
(21 U.S.C. 346a).”".

SEC. 305. PESTICIDE USE INFORMATION STUDY.
(a) The Secretary of Agriculture shall, in

consultation with the Administrator of the

Environmental Protection Agency, prepare a
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report to Congress evaluating the current
status and potential improvements in Fed-
eral pesticide use information gathering ac-
tivities. This report shall at least include—

(1) an analysis of the quality and reliabil-
ity of the information collected by the De-
partment of Agriculture, the Environmental
Protection Agency, and other Federal agen-
cies regarding the agricultural use of pes-
ticides; and

(2) an analysis of options to increase the
effectiveness of national pesticide use infor-
mation collection, including an analysis of
costs, burdens placed on agricultural produc-
ers and other pesticide users, and effective-
ness in tracking risk reduction by those op-
tions.

(b) The Secretary shall submit this report
to Congress not later than 1 year following
the date of enactment of this section.

TITLE IV—AMENDMENTS TO THE FED-

ERAL FOOD, DRUG, AND COSMETIC ACT
SEC 401. SHORT TITLE AND REFERENCE.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This title may be cited
as the ‘“Food Quality Protection Act of
1996”.

(b) REFERENCE.—Whenever in this title an
amendment or repeal is expressed in terms of
an amendment to, or repeal of, a section or
other provision, the reference shall be con-
sidered to be made to a section or other pro-
vision of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cos-
metic Act.

SEC. 402. DEFINITIONS.

(a) SECTION 201(q).—Section 201(q) (21
U.S.C. 321(q)) is amended to read as follows:

“(@)(1) The term ‘pesticide chemical’
means any substance that is a pesticide
within the meaning of the Federal Insecti-
cide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act, includ-
ing all active and inert ingredients of such
pesticide.

“(2) The term ‘pesticide chemical residue’
means a residue in or on raw agricultural
commodity or processed food of—

““(A) a pesticide chemical; or

‘“(B) any other added substance that is
present on or in the commodity or food pri-
marily as a result of the metabolism or other
degradation of a pesticide chemical.

“(3) Notwithstanding paragraphs (1) and
(2), the Administrator may by regulation ex-
cept a substance from the definition of ‘pes-
ticide chemical’ or ‘pesticide chemical resi-
due’ if—

““(A) its occurrence as a residue on or in a
raw agricultural commodity or processed
food is attributable primarily to natural
causes or to human activities not involving
the use of any substances for a pesticidal
purpose in the production, storage, process-
ing, or transportation of any raw agricul-
tural commodity or processed food; and

““(B) the Administrator, after consultation
with the Secretary, determines that the sub-
stance more appropriately should be regu-
lated under one or more provisions of this
Act other than sections 402(a)(2)(B) and 408.”".

(b) SECTION 201(s).—Paragraphs (1) and (2)
of section 201(s) (21 U.S.C. 321(s)) are amend-
ed to read as follows:

““(1) a pesticide chemical residue in or on a
raw agricultural commodity or processed
food; or

““(2) a pesticide chemical; or’.

(c) SECTION 201.—Section 201 (21 U.S.C. 321)
is amended by adding at the end the follow-
ing:

““(9g) The term ‘processed food’ means any
food other than a raw agricultural commod-
ity and includes any raw agricultural com-
modity that has been subject to processing,
such as canning, cooking, freezing, dehydra-
tion, or milling.

“(hh) The term ‘Administrator’ means the
Administrator of the United States Environ-
mental Protection Agency.”.
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SEC. 403. PROHIBITED ACTS.

Section 301(j) (21 U.S.C. 331(j)) is amended
in the first sentence by inserting before the
period the following: ‘‘; or the violating of
section 408(i)(2) or any regulation issued
under that section.”.

SEC. 404. ADULTERATED FOOD.

Section 402(a) (21 U.S.C. 342(a)) is amended
by striking ““(2)(A) if it bears’” and all that
follows through *““(3) if it consists” and in-
serting the following: ““(2)(A) if it bears or
contains any added poisonous or added dele-
terious substance (other than a substance
that is a pesticide chemical residue in or on
a raw agricultural commodity or processed
food, a food additive, a color additive, or a
new animal drug) that is unsafe within the
meaning of section 406; or (B) if it bears or
contains a pesticide chemical residue that is
unsafe within the meaning of section 408(a);
or (C) if it is or if it bears or contains (i) any
food additive that is unsafe within the mean-
ing of section 409; or (ii) a new animal drug
(or conversion product thereof) that is un-
safe within the meaning of section 512; or (3)
if it consists”.

SEC. 405. TOLERANCES AND EXEMPTIONS FOR
PESTICIDE CHEMICAL RESIDUES.

Section 408 (21 U.S.C. 346a) is amended to
read as follows:

‘“TOLERANCES AND EXEMPTIONS FOR PESTICIDE
CHEMICAL RESIDUES

““‘SEC. 408. (a) REQUIREMENT FOR TOLERANCE
OR EXEMPTION.—

‘(1) GENERAL RULE.—EXxcept as provided in
paragraph (2) or (3), any pesticide chemical
residue in or on a food shall be deemed un-
safe for the purpose of section 402(a)(2)(B) un-
less—

““(A) a tolerance for such pesticide chemi-
cal residue in or on such food is in effect
under this section and the quantity of the
residue is within the limits of the tolerance;
or

““(B) an exemption from the requirement of

a tolerance is in effect under this section for
the pesticide chemical residue.
For the purposes of this section, the term
‘food’, when used as a noun without modi-
fication, shall mean a raw agricultural com-
modity or processed food.

““(2) PROCESSeD Foob.—Notwithstanding
paragraph (1)—

“(A) if a tolerance is in effect under this
section for a pesticide chemical residue in or
on a raw agricultural commodity, a pesticide
chemical residue that is present in or on a
processed food because the food is made from
that raw agricultural commodity shall not
be considered unsafe within the meaning of
section 402(a)(2)(B) despite the lack of a tol-
erance for the pesticide chemical residue in
or on the processed food if the pesticide
chemical has been used in or on the raw agri-
cultural commodity in conformity with a
tolerance under this section, such residue in
or on the raw agricultural commodity has
been removed to the extent possible in good
manufacturing practice, and the concentra-
tion of the pesticide chemical residue in the
processed food is not greater than the toler-
ance prescribed for the pesticide chemical
residue in the raw agricultural commodity;
or

“(B) if an exemption for the requirement
for a tolerance is in effect under this section
for a pesticide chemical residue in or on a
raw agricultural commodity, a pesticide
chemical residue that is present in or on a
processed food because the food is made from
that raw agricultural commodity shall not
be considered unsafe within the meaning of
section 402(a)(2)(B).

‘“(3) RESIDUES OF DEGRADATION PRODUCTS.—
If a pesticide chemical residue is present in
or on a food because it is a metabolite or
other degradation product of a precursor
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substance that itself is a pesticide chemical
or pesticide chemical residue, such a residue
shall not be considered to be unsafe within
the meaning of section 402(a)(2)(B) despite
the lack of a tolerance or exemption from
the need for a tolerance for such residue in
or on such food if—

“(A) the Administrator has not determined
that the degradation product is likely to
pose any potential health risk from dietary
exposure that is of a different type than, or
of a greater significance than, any risk posed
by dietary exposure to the precursor sub-
stance;

““(B) either—

‘(i) a tolerance is in effect under this sec-
tion for residues of the precursor substance
in or on the food, and the combined level of
residues of the degradation product and the
precursor substance in or on the food is at or
below the stoichiometrically equivalent
level that would be permitted by the toler-
ance if the residue consisted only of the pre-
cursor substance rather than the degrada-
tion product; or

“(ii) an exemption from the need for a tol-
erance is in effect under this section for resi-
dues of the precursor substance in or on the
food; and

“(C) the tolerance or exemption for resi-
dues of the precursor substance does not
state that it applies only to particular
named substances and does not state that it
does not apply to residues of the degradation
product.

““(4) EFFECT OF TOLERANCE OR EXEMPTION.—
While a tolerance or exemption from the re-
quirement for a tolerance is in effect under
this section for a pesticide chemical residue
with respect to any food, the food shall not
by reason of bearing or containing any
amount of such a residue be considered to be
adulterated within the meaning of section
402(a)(1).

““(b) AUTHORITY AND STANDARD FOR TOLER-
ANCE.—

“(1) AUTHORITY.—The Administrator may
issue regulations establishing, modifying, or
revoking a tolerance for a pesticide chemical
residue in or on a food—

“(A) in response to a petition filed under
subsection (d); or

“(B) on the Administrator’s own initiative
under subsection (e).

As used in this section, the term ‘modify’
shall not mean expanding the tolerance to
cover additional foods.

““(2) STANDARD.—

““(A) GENERAL RULE.—

“(i) STANDARD.—The Administrator may
establish or leave in effect a tolerance for a
pesticide chemical residue in or on a food
only if the Administrator determines that
the tolerance is safe. The Administrator
shall modify or revoke a tolerance if the Ad-
ministrator determines it is not safe.

“‘(ii) DETERMINATION OF SAFETY.—As used
in this section, the term ‘safe’, with respect
to a tolerance for a pesticide chemical resi-
due’, means that the Administrator has de-
termined that there is a reasonable certainty
that no harm will result from aggregate ex-
posure to the pesticide chemical residue, in-
cluding all anticipated dietary exposures and
all other exposures for which there is reli-
able information.

““(iil) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—With respect
to a tolerance, a pesticide chemical residue
meeting the standard under clause (i) is not
an eligible pesticide chemical residue for
purposes of subparagraph (B).

““(B) TOLERANCES FOR ELIGIBLE PESTICIDE
CHEMICAL RESIDUES.—

“(i) DEFINITION.—As used in this subpara-
graph, the term ‘eligible pesticide chemical
residue’ means a pesticide chemical residue
as to which—
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“(1) the Administrator is not able to iden-
tify a level of exposure to the residue at
which the residue will not cause or contrib-
ute to a known or anticipated harm to
human health (referred to in this section as
a ‘nonthreshold effect’);

“(I1) the lifetime risk of experiencing the
nonthreshold effect is appropriately assessed
by quantitative risk assessment; and

“(111) with regard to any known or antici-
pated harm to human health for which the
Administrator is able to identify a level at
which the residue will not cause such harm
(referred to in this section as a ‘threshold ef-
fect’), the Administrator determines that the
level of aggregate exposure is safe.

““(iif) DETERMINATION OF TOLERANCE.—NoOt-
withstanding subparagraph (A)(i), a toler-
ance for an eligible pesticide chemical resi-
due may be left in effect or modified under
this subparagraph if—

“(1) at least one of the conditions described
in clause (iii) is met; and

“(I1) both of the conditions described in
clause (iv) are met.

““(iif) CONDITIONS REGARDING USE.—For pur-
poses of clause (ii), the conditions described
in this clause with respect to a tolerance for
an eligible pesticide chemical residue are the
following:

“(1) Use of the pesticide chemical that pro-
duces the residue protects consumers from
adverse effects on health that would pose a
greater risk than the dietary risk from the
residue.

“(I1) Use of the pesticide chemical that
produces the residue is necessary to avoid a
significant disruption in domestic produc-
tion of an adequate, wholesome, and eco-
nomical food supply.

““(iv) CONDITIONS REGARDING RISK.—For
purposes of clause (ii), the conditions de-
scribed in this clause with respect to a toler-
ance for an eligible pesticide chemical resi-
due are the following:

“(I) The yearly risk associated with the
nonthreshold effect from aggregate exposure
to the residue does not exceed 10 times the
yearly risk that would be allowed under sub-
paragraph (A) for such effect.

“(I1) The tolerance is limited so as to en-
sure that the risk over a lifetime associated
with the nonthreshold effect from aggregate
exposure to the residue is not greater than
twice the lifetime risk that would be allowed
under subparagraph (A) for such effect.

“(v) REVIEW.—Five years after the date on
which the Administrator makes a determina-
tion to leave in effect or modify a tolerance
under this subparagraph, and thereafter as
the Administrator deems appropriate, the
Administrator shall determine, after notice
and opportunity for comment, whether it has
been demonstrated to the Administrator
that a condition described in clause (iii)(l) or
clause (iii)(11) continues to exist with respect
to the tolerance and that the yearly and life-
time risks from aggregate exposure to such
residue continue to comply with the limits
specified in clause (iv). If the Administrator
determines by such date that such dem-
onstration has not been made, the Adminis-
trator shall, not later than 180 days after the
date of such determination, issue a regula-
tion under subsection (e)(1) to modify or re-
voke the tolerance.

“(vi) INFANTS AND CHILDREN.—AnNy toler-
ance under this subparagraph shall meet the
requirements of subparagraph (C).

““(C) EXPOSURE OF INFANTS AND CHILDREN.—
In establishing, modifying, leaving in effect,
or revoking a tolerance or exemption for a
pesticide chemical residue, the Adminis-
trator—

“(i) shall assess the risk of the pesticide
chemical residue based on—

“(1) available information about consump-
tion patterns among infants and children
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that are likely to result in disproportion-
ately high consumption of foods containing
or bearing such residue among infants and
children in comparison to the general popu-
lation;

“(I11) available information concerning the
special susceptibility of infants and children
to the pesticide chemical residues, including
neurological differences between infants and
children and adults, and effects of in utero
exposure to pesticide chemicals; and

“(111) available information concerning the
cumulative effects on infants and children of
such residues and other substances that have
a common mechanism of toxicity; and

““(ii) shall—

“(1) ensure that there is a reasonable cer-
tainty that no harm will result to infants
and children from aggregate exposure to the
pesticide chemical residue; and

“(I1) publish a specific determination re-
garding the safety of the pesticide chemical
residue for infants and children.

The Secretary of Health and Human Services
and the Secretary of Agriculture, in con-
sultation with the Administrator, shall con-
duct surveys to document dietary exposure
to pesticides among infants and children. In
the case of threshold effects, for purposes of
clause (ii)(1) an additional tenfold margin of
safety for the pesticide chemical residue and
other sources of exposure shall be applied for
infants and children to take into account po-
tential pre- and post-natal toxicity and com-
pleteness of the data with respect to expo-
sure and toxicity to infants and children.
Notwithstanding such requirement for an ad-
ditional margin of safety, the Administrator
may use a different margin of safety for the
pesticide chemical residue only if, on the
basis of reliable data, such margin will be
safe for infants and children.

‘(D) FACTORs.—In establishing, modifying,
leaving in effect, or revoking a tolerance or
exemption for a pesticide chemical residue,
the Administrator shall consider, among
other relevant factors—

“(i) the validity, completeness, and reli-
ability of the available data from studies of
the pesticide chemical and pesticide chemi-
cal residue;

““(ii) the nature of any toxic effect shown
to be caused by the pesticide chemical or
pesticide chemical residue in such studies;

““(iii) available information concerning the
relationship of the results of such studies to
human risk;

““(iv) available information concerning the
dietary consumption patterns of consumers
(and major identifiable subgroups of consum-
ers);

‘“(v) available information concerning the
cumulative effects of such residues and other
substances that have a common mechanism
of toxicity;

““(vi) available information concerning the
aggregate exposure levels of consumers (and
major identifiable subgroups of consumers)
to the pesticide chemical residue and to
other related substances, including dietary
exposure under the tolerance and all other
tolerances in effect for the pesticide chemi-
cal residue, and exposure from other non-oc-
cupational sources;

““(vii) available information concerning the
variability of the sensitivities of major iden-
tifiable subgroups of consumers;

“(viii) such information as the Adminis-
trator may require on whether the pesticide
chemical may have an effect in humans that
is similar to an effect produced by a natu-
rally occurring estrogen or other endocrine
effects; and

““(ix) safety factors which in the opinion of
experts qualified by scientific training and
experience to evaluate the safety of food ad-
ditives are generally recognized as appro-
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priate for the use of animal experimentation
data.

““(E) DATA AND INFORMATION REGARDING AN-
TICIPATED AND ACTUAL RESIDUE LEVELS.—

“(i) AUTHORITY.—In establishing, modify-
ing, leaving in effect, or revoking a tolerance
for a pesticide chemical residue, the Admin-
istrator may consider available data and in-
formation on the anticipated residue levels
of the pesticide chemical in or on food and
the actual residue levels of the pesticide
chemical that have been measured in food,
including residue data collected by the Food
and Drug Administration.

“(i1) REQUIREMENT.—If the Administrator
relies on anticipated or actual residue levels
in establishing, modifying, or leaving in ef-
fect a tolerance, the Administrator shall
pursuant to subsection (f)(1) require that
data be provided five years after the date on
which the tolerance is established, modified,
or left in effect, and thereafter as the Admin-
istrator deems appropriate, demonstrating
that such residue levels are not above the
levels so relied on. If such data are not so
provided, or if the data do not demonstrate
that the residue levels are not above the lev-
els so relied on, the Administrator shall, not
later than 180 days after the date on which
the data were required to be provided, issue
a regulation under subsection (e)(1), or an
order under subsection (f)(2), as appropriate,
to modify or revoke the tolerance.

“(F) PERCENT OF FOOD ACTUALLY TREAT-
ED.—In establishing, modifying, leaving in
effect, or revoking a tolerance for a pesticide
chemical residue, the Administrator may,
when assessing chronic dietary risk, consider
available data and information on the per-
cent of food actually treated with the pes-
ticide chemical (including aggregate pes-
ticide use data collected by the Department
of Agriculture) only if the Administrator—

“(i) finds that the data are reliable and
provide a valid basis to show what percent-
age of the food derived from such crop is
likely to contain such pesticide chemical
residue;

“(ii) finds that the exposure estimate does
not understate exposure for any significant
subpopulation group;

“(iii) finds that, if data are available on
pesticide use and consumption of food in a
particular area, the population in such area
is not dietarily exposed to residues above
those estimated by the Administrator; and

“‘(iv) provides for the periodic reevaluation
of the estimate of anticipated dietary expo-
sure.

““(3) DETECTION METHODS.—

““(A) GENERAL RULE.—A tolerance for a pes-
ticide chemical residue in or on a food shall
not be established or modified by the Admin-
istrator unless the Administrator deter-
mines, after consultation with the Sec-
retary, that there is a practical method for
detecting and measuring the levels of the
pesticide chemical residue in or on the food.

‘“(B) DETECTION LIMIT.—A tolerance for a
pesticide chemical residue in or on a food
shall not be established at or modified to a
level lower than the limit of detection of the
method for detecting and measuring the pes-
ticide chemical residue specified by the Ad-
ministrator under subparagraph (A).

““(4) INTERNATIONAL STANDARDS.—In estab-
lishing a tolerance for a pesticide chemical
residue in or on a food, the Administrator
shall determine whether a maximum residue
level for the pesticide chemical has been es-
tablished by the Codex Alimentarius Com-
mission. If a Codex maximum residue level
has been established for the pesticide chemi-
cal and the Administrator does not propose
to adopt the Codex level, the Administrator
shall publish for public comment a notice ex-
plaining the reasons for departing from the
Codex level.
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““(c) AUTHORITY AND STANDARD FOR EXEMP-
TIONS.—

“(1) AUTHORITY.—The Administrator may
issue a regulation establishing, modifying, or
revoking an exemption from the requirement
for a tolerance for a pesticide chemical resi-
due in or on food—

“(A) in response to a petition filed under
subsection (d); or

“(B) on the Administrator’s
under subsection (e).

““(2) STANDARD.—

““(A) GENERAL RULE.—

“(i) STANDARD.—The Administrator may
establish or leave in effect an exemption
from the requirement for a tolerance for a
pesticide chemical residue in or on food only
if the Administrator determines that the ex-
emption is safe. The Administrator shall
modify or revoke an exemption if the Admin-
istrator determines it is not safe.

““(ii) DETERMINATION OF SAFETY.—The term
‘safe’, with respect to an exemption for a
pesticide chemical residue, means that the
Administrator has determined that there is a
reasonable certainty that no harm will re-
sult from aggregate exposure to the pesticide
chemical residue, including all anticipated
dietary exposures and all other exposures for
which there is reliable information.

““(B) FACTORSs.—In making a determination
under this paragraph, the Administrator
shall take into account, among other rel-
evant considerations, the considerations set
forth in subparagraphs (C) and (D) of sub-
section (b)(2).

“(3) LIMITATION.—AN exemption from the
requirement for a tolerance for a pesticide
chemical residue in or on food shall not be
established or modified by the Administrator
unless the Administrator determines, after
consultation with the Secretary—

“(A) that there is a practical method for
detecting and measuring the levels of such
pesticide chemical residue in or on food; or

““(B) that there is no need for such a meth-
od, and states the reasons for such deter-
mination in issuing the regulation establish-
ing or modifying the exemption.

““(d) PETITION FOR TOLERANCE OR EXEMP-
TION.—

““(1) PETITIONS AND PETITIONERS.—ANYy per-
son may file with the Administrator a peti-
tion proposing the issuance of a regulation—

““(A) establishing, modifying, or revoking a
tolerance for a pesticide chemical residue in
or on a food; or

“(B) establishing, modifying, or revoking
an exemption from the requirement of a tol-
erance for such a residue.

““(2) PETITION CONTENTS.—

“(A) ESTABLISHMENT.—A petition under
paragraph (1) to establish a tolerance or ex-
emption for a pesticide chemical residue
shall be supported by such data and informa-
tion as are specified in regulations issued by
the Administrator, including—

“(i)(1) an informative summary of the peti-
tion and of the data, information, and argu-
ments submitted or cited in support of the
petition; and

“(I1) a statement that the petitioner
agrees that such summary or any informa-
tion it contains may be published as a part
of the notice of filing of the petition to be
published under this subsection and as part
of a proposed or final regulation issued under
this section;

“(ii) the name, chemical identity, and
composition of the pesticide chemical resi-
due and of the pesticide chemical that pro-
duces the residue;

“(iif) data showing the recommended
amount, frequency, method, and time of ap-
plication of that pesticide chemical;

“(iv) full reports of tests and investiga-
tions made with respect to the safety of the
pesticide chemical, including full informa-
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tion as to the methods and controls used in
conducting those tests and investigations;

““(v) full reports of tests and investigations
made with respect to the nature and amount
of the pesticide chemical residue that is like-
ly to remain in or on the food, including a
description of the analytical methods used;

““(vi) a practical method for detecting and
measuring the levels of the pesticide chemi-
cal residue in or on the food, or for exemp-
tions, a statement why such a method is not
needed,;

““(vii) a proposed tolerance for the pes-
ticide chemical residue, if a tolerance is pro-
posed;

““(viii) if the petition relates to a tolerance
for a processed food, reports of investiga-
tions conducted using the processing
method(s) used to produce that food;

“(ix) such information as the Adminis-
trator may require to make the determina-
tion under subsection (b)(2)(C);

““(x) such information as the Administrator
may require on whether the pesticide chemi-
cal may have an effect in humans that is
similar to an effect produced by a naturally
occurring estrogen or other endocrine ef-
fects;

“(xi) information regarding exposure to
the pesticide chemical residue due to any
tolerance or exemption already granted for
such residue;

““(xii) practical methods for removing any
amount of the residue that would exceed any
proposed tolerance; and

““(xiii) such other data and information as
the Administrator requires by regulation to
support the petition.

If information or data required by this sub-
paragraph is available to the Administrator,
the person submitting the petition may cite
the availability of the information or data in
lieu of submitting it. The Administrator
may require a petition to be accompanied by
samples of the pesticide chemical with re-
spect to which the petition is filed.

‘“(B) MODIFICATION OR REVOCATION.—The
Administrator may by regulation establish
the requirements for information and data to
support a petition to modify or revoke a tol-
erance or to modify or revoke an exemption
from the requirement for a tolerance.

““(3) NoTICE.—A notice of the filing of a pe-
tition that the Administrator determines
has met the requirements of paragraph (2)
shall be published by the Administrator
within 30 days after such determination. The
notice shall announce the availability of a
description of the analytical methods avail-
able to the Administrator for the detection
and measurement of the pesticide chemical
residue with respect to which the petition is
filed or shall set forth the petitioner’s state-
ment of why such a method is not needed.
The notice shall include the summary re-
quired by paragraph (2)(A)(i)(I).

‘“(4) ACTIONS BY THE ADMINISTRATOR.—

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator
shall, after giving due consideration to a pe-
tition filed under paragraph (1) and any
other information available to the Adminis-
trator—

“(i) issue a final regulation (which may
vary from that sought by the petition) estab-
lishing, modifying, or revoking a tolerance
for the pesticide chemical residue or an ex-
emption of the pesticide chemical residue
from the requirement of a tolerance (which
final regulation shall be issued without fur-
ther notice and without further period for
public comment);

‘(i) issue a proposed regulation under sub-
section (e), and thereafter issue a final regu-
lation under such subsection; or

‘““(iii) issue an order denying the petition.

““(B) PRIORITIES.—The Administrator shall
give priority to petitions for the establish-
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ment or modification of a tolerance or ex-
emption for a pesticide chemical residue
that appears to pose a significantly lower
risk to human health from dietary exposure
than pesticide chemical residues that have
tolerances in effect for the same or similar
uses.

““(C) EXPEDITED REVIEW OF CERTAIN PETI-
TIONS.—

“‘(i) DATE CERTAIN FOR REVIEW.—If a person
files a complete petition with the Adminis-
trator proposing the issuance of a regulation
establishing a tolerance or exemption for a
pesticide chemical residue that presents a
lower risk to human health than a pesticide
chemical residue for which a tolerance has
been left in effect or modified under sub-
section (b)(2)(B), the Administrator shall
complete action on such petition under this
paragraph within 1 year.

“‘(i1) REQUIRED DETERMINATIONS.—If the Ad-
ministrator issues a final regulation estab-
lishing a tolerance or exemption for a safer
pesticide chemical residue under clause (i),
the Administrator shall, not later than 180
days after the date on which the regulation
is issued, determine whether a condition de-
scribed in subclause (1) or (I11) of subsection
(b)(2)(B)(iii) continues to exist with respect
to a tolerance that has been left in effect or
modified under subsection (b)(2)(B). If such
condition does not continue to exist, the Ad-
ministrator shall, not later than 180 days
after the date on which the determination
under the preceding sentence is made, issue
a regulation under subsection (e)(1) to mod-
ify or revoke the tolerance.

““(e) ACTION ON ADMINISTRATOR’S OWN INI-
TIATIVE.—

‘(1) GENERAL RULE.—The Administrator
may issue a regulation—

“(A) establishing, modifying, suspending
under subsection (1)(3), or revoking a toler-
ance for a pesticide chemical or a pesticide
chemical residue;

“(B) establishing, modifying, suspending
under subsection (I)(3), or revoking an ex-
emption of a pesticide chemical residue from
the requirement of a tolerance; or

“(C) establishing general procedures and
requirements to implement this section.

““(2) NoTice.—Before issuing a final regula-
tion under paragraph (1), the Administrator
shall issue a notice of proposed rulemaking
and provide a period of not less than 60 days
for public comment on the proposed regula-
tion, except that a shorter period for com-
ment may be provided if the Administrator
for good cause finds that it would be in the
public interest to do so and states the rea-
sons for the finding in the notice of proposed
rulemaking.

““(f) SPECIAL DATA REQUIREMENTS.—

““(1) REQUIRING SUBMISSION OF ADDITIONAL
DATA.—If the Administrator determines that
additional data or information are reason-
ably required to support the continuation of
a tolerance or exemption that is in effect
under this section for a pesticide chemical
residue on a food, the Administrator shall—

“(A) issue a notice requiring the person
holding the pesticide registrations associ-
ated with such tolerance or exemption to
submit the data or information under sec-
tion 3(c)(2)(B) of the Federal Insecticide,
Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act;

““(B) issue a rule requiring that testing be
conducted on a substance or mixture under
section 4 of the Toxic Substances Control
Act; or

“(C) publish in the Federal Register, after
first providing notice and an opportunity for
comment of not less than 60 days’ duration,
an order—

“(i) requiring the submission to the Ad-
ministrator by one or more interested per-
sons of a notice identifying the person or
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persons who will submit the required data
and information;

““(i1) describing the type of data and infor-
mation required to be submitted to the Ad-
ministrator and stating why the data and in-
formation could not be obtained under the
authority of section 3(c)(2)(B) of the Federal
Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act
or section 4 of the Toxic Substances Control
Act;

““(iii) describing the reports of the Admin-
istrator required to be prepared during and
after the collection of the data and informa-
tion;

“(iv) requiring the submission to the Ad-
ministrator of the data, information, and re-
ports referred to in clauses (ii) and (iii); and

““(v) establishing dates by which the sub-
missions described in clauses (i) and (iv)
must be made.

The Administrator may under subparagraph
(C) revise any such order to correct an error.
The Administrator may under this para-
graph require data or information pertaining
to whether the pesticide chemical may have
an effect in humans that is similar to an ef-
fect produced by a naturally occurring estro-
gen or other endocrine effects.

““(2) NoNcOMPLIANCE.—If a submission re-
quired by a notice issued in accordance with
paragraph (1)(A), a rule issued under para-
graph (1)(B), or an order issued under para-
graph (1)(C) is not made by the time speci-
fied in such notice, rule, or order, the Ad-
ministrator may by order published in the
Federal Register modify or revoke the toler-
ance or exemption in question. In any review
of such an order under subsection (g)(2), the
only material issue shall be whether a sub-
mission required under paragraph (1) was not
made by the time specified.

““(9) EFFECTIVE DATE, OBJECTIONS, HEAR-
INGS, AND ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW.—

“(1) EFFECTIVE DATE.—A regulation or
order issued under subsection (d)(4), (e)(1), or
(f)(2) shall take effect upon publication un-
less the regulation or order specifies other-
wise. The Administrator may stay the effec-
tiveness of the regulation or order if, after
issuance of such regulation or order, objec-
tions are filed with respect to such regula-
tion or order pursuant to paragraph (2).

““(2) FURTHER PROCEEDINGS.—

“(A) OBJECTIONS.—Within 60 days after a
regulation or order is issued under sub-
section (d)(4), (e)(D)(A), (e)(D)(B), (N(2), (M(3),
or (n)(5)(C), any person may file objections
thereto with the Administrator, specifying
with particularity the provisions of the regu-
lation or order deemed objectionable and
stating reasonable grounds therefor. If the
regulation or order was issued in response to
a petition under subsection (d)(1), a copy of
each objection filed by a person other than
the petitioner shall be served by the Admin-
istrator on the petitioner.

““(B) HEARING.—AnN objection may include a
request for a public evidentiary hearing upon
the objection. The Administrator shall, upon
the initiative of the Administrator or upon
the request of an interested person and after
due notice, hold a public evidentiary hearing
if and to the extent the Administrator deter-
mines that such a public hearing is nec-
essary to receive factual evidence relevant
to material issues of fact raised by the objec-
tions. The presiding officer in such a hearing
may authorize a party to obtain discovery
from other persons and may upon a showing
of good cause made by a party issue a sub-
poena to compel testimony or production of
documents from any person. The presiding
officer shall be governed by the Federal
Rules of Civil Procedure in making any order
for the protection of the witness or the con-
tent of documents produced and shall order
the payment of a reasonable fees and ex-
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penses as a condition to requiring testimony
of the witness. On contest, such a subpoena
may be enforced by a Federal district court.

“(C) FINAL DECISION.—AS soon as prac-
ticable after receiving the arguments of the
parties, the Administrator shall issue an
order stating the action taken upon each
such objection and setting forth any revision
to the regulation or prior order that the Ad-
ministrator has found to be warranted. If a
hearing was held under subparagraph (B),
such order and any revision to the regulation
or prior order shall, with respect to ques-
tions of fact at issue in the hearing, be based
only on substantial evidence of record at
such hearing, and shall set forth in detail the
findings of facts and the conclusions of law
or policy upon which the order or regulation
is based.

*“(h) JupICIAL REVIEW.—

“(1) PETITION.—INn a case of actual con-
troversy as to the validity of any regulation
issued under subsection (e)(1)(C), or any
order issued under subsection (f)(1)(C) or
(@)(2)(C), or any regulation that is the sub-
ject of such an order, any person who will be
adversely affected by such order or regula-
tion may obtain judicial review by filing in
the United States Court of Appeals for the
circuit wherein that person resides or has its
principal place of business, or in the United
States Court of Appeals for the District of
Columbia Circuit, within 60 days after publi-
cation of such order or regulation, a petition
praying that the order or regulation be set
aside in whole or in part.

““(2) RECORD AND JURISDICTION.—A copy of
the petition under paragraph (1) shall be
forthwith transmitted by the clerk of the
court to the Administrator, or any officer
designated by the Administrator for that
purpose, and thereupon the Administrator
shall file in the court the record of the pro-
ceedings on which the Administrator based
the order or regulation, as provided in sec-
tion 2112 of title 28, United States Code.
Upon the filing of such a petition, the court
shall have exclusive jurisdiction to affirm or
set aside the order or regulation complained
of in whole or in part. As to orders issued fol-
lowing a public evidentiary hearing, the
findings of the Administrator with respect to
questions of fact shall be sustained only if
supported by substantial evidence when con-
sidered on the record as a whole.

‘“(3) ADDITIONAL EVIDENCE.—If a party ap-
plies to the court for leave to adduce addi-
tional evidence and shows to the satisfaction
of the court that the additional evidence is
material and that there were reasonable
grounds for the failure to adduce the evi-
dence in the proceeding before the Adminis-
trator, the court may order that the addi-
tional evidence (and evidence in rebuttal
thereof) shall be taken before the Adminis-
trator in the manner and upon the terms and
conditions the court deems proper. The Ad-
ministrator may modify prior findings as to
the facts by reason of the additional evi-
dence so taken and may modify the order or
regulation accordingly. The Administrator
shall file with the court any such modified
finding, order, or regulation.

‘“(4) FINAL JUDGMENT; SUPREME COURT RE-
VIEW.—The judgment of the court affirming
or setting aside, in whole or in part, any reg-
ulation or any order and any regulation
which is the subject of such an order shall be
final, subject to review by the Supreme
Court of the United States as provided in
section 1254 of title 28 of the United States
Code. The commencement of proceedings
under this subsection shall not, unless spe-
cifically ordered by the court to the con-
trary, operate as a stay of a regulation or
order.

““(5) APPLICATION.—ANYy issue as to which
review is or was obtainable under this sub-
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section shall not be the subject of judicial re-
view under any other provision of law.

““(i) CONFIDENTIALITY AND USE OF DATA.—

““(1) GENERAL RULE.—Data and information
that are or have been submitted to the Ad-
ministrator under this section or section 409
in support of a tolerance or an exemption
from a tolerance shall be entitled to con-
fidential treatment for reasons of business
confidentiality and to exclusive use and data
compensation to the same extent provided
by sections 3 and 10 of the Federal Insecti-
cide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act.

““(2) EXCEPTIONS.—

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Data and information
that are entitled to confidential treatment
under paragraph (1) may be disclosed, under
such security requirements as the Adminis-
trator may provide by regulation, to—

“‘(i) employees of the United States author-
ized by the Administrator to examine such
data and information in the carrying out of
their official duties under this Act or other
Federal statutes intended to protect the pub-
lic health; or

“(ii) contractors with the United States
authorized by the Administrator to examine
such data and information in the carrying
out of contracts under this Act or such stat-
utes.

““(B) CONGRESS.—This subsection does not
authorize the withholding of data or infor-
mation from either House of Congress or
from, to the extent of matter within its ju-
risdiction, any committee or subcommittee
of such committee or any joint committee of
Congress or any subcommittee of such joint
committee.

“(B) SumMARIES.—Notwithstanding any
provision of this subsection or other law, the
Administrator may publish the informative
summary required by subsection (d)(2)(A)(i)
and may, in issuing a proposed or final regu-
lation or order under this section, publish an
informative summary of the data relating to
the regulation or order.

““(J) STATUS OF PREVIOUSLY ISSUED REGULA-
TIONS.—

““(1) REGULATIONS UNDER SECTION 406.—Reg-
ulations affecting pesticide chemical resi-
dues in or on raw agricultural commodities
promulgated, in accordance with section
701(e), under the authority of section 406(a)
upon the basis of public hearings instituted
before January 1, 1953, shall be deemed to be
regulations issued under this section and
shall be subject to modification or revoca-
tion under subsections (d) and (e), and shall
be subject to review under subsection (q).

““(2) REGULATIONS UNDER SECTION 409.—Reg-
ulations that established tolerances for sub-
stances that are pesticide chemical residues
in or on processed food, or that otherwise
stated the conditions under which such pes-
ticide chemicals could be safely used, and
that were issued under section 409 on or be-
fore the date of the enactment of this para-
graph, shall be deemed to be regulations is-
sued under this section and shall be subject
to modification or revocation under sub-
section (d) or (e), and shall be subject to re-
view under subsection (q).

““(3) REGULATIONS UNDER SECTION 408.—Reg-
ulations that established tolerances or ex-
emptions under this section that were issued
on or before the date of the enactment of
this paragraph shall remain in effect unless
modified or revoked under subsection (d) or
(e), and shall be subject to review under sub-
section (q).

“(K) TRANSITIONAL PRoOVISION.—If, on the
day before the date of the enactment of this
subsection, a substance that is a pesticide
chemical was, with respect to a particular
pesticidal use of the substance and any re-
sulting pesticide chemical residue in or on a
particular food—
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“(1) regarded by the Administrator or the
Secretary as generally recognized as safe for
use within the meaning of the provisions of
subsection (a) or section 201(s) as then in ef-
fect; or

““(2) regarded by the Secretary as a sub-
stance described by section 201(s)(4);

such a pesticide chemical residue shall be re-
garded as exempt from the requirement for a
tolerance, as of the date of enactment of this
subsection. The Administrator shall by regu-
lation indicate which substances are de-
scribed by this subsection. Any exemption
under this subsection may be modified or re-
voked as if it had been issued under sub-
section (c).

“(I) HARMONIZATION WITH ACTION UNDER
OTHER LAWS.—

““(1) COORDINATION WITH FIFRA.—TO the ex-
tent practicable and consistent with the re-
view deadlines in subsection (q), in issuing a
final rule under this subsection that sus-
pends or revokes a tolerance or exemption
for a pesticide chemical residue in or on
food, the Administrator shall coordinate
such action with any related necessary ac-
tion under the Federal Insecticide, Fun-
gicide, and Rodenticide Act.

““(2) REVOCATION OF TOLERANCE OR EXEMP-
TION FOLLOWING CANCELLATION OF ASSOCIATED
REGISTRATIONS.—If the Administrator, acting
under the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide,
and Rodenticide Act, cancels the registra-
tion of each pesticide that contains a par-
ticular pesticide chemical and that is labeled
for use on a particular food, or requires that
the registration of each such pesticide be
modified to prohibit its use in connection
with the production, storage, or transpor-
tation of such food, due in whole or in part
to dietary risks to humans posed by residues
of that pesticide chemical on that food, the
Administrator shall revoke any tolerance or
exemption that allows the presence of the
pesticide chemical, or any pesticide chemical
residue that results from its use, in or on
that food. Subsection (e) shall apply to ac-
tions taken under this paragraph. A revoca-
tion under this paragraph shall become effec-
tive not later than 180 days after—

““(A) the date by which each such cancella-
tion of a registration has become effective;
or

““(B) the date on which the use of the can-
celed pesticide becomes unlawful under the
terms of the cancellation, whichever is later.

““(3) SUSPENSION OF TOLERANCE OR EXEMP-
TION FOLLOWING SUSPENSION OF ASSOCIATED
REGISTRATIONS.—

“(A) SuspeNsION.—If the Administrator,
acting under the Federal Insecticide, Fun-
gicide, and Rodenticide Act, suspends the use
of each registered pesticide that contains a
particular pesticide chemical and that is la-
beled for use on a particular food, due in
whole or in part to dietary risks to humans
posed by residues of that pesticide chemical
on that food, the Administrator shall sus-
pend any tolerance or exemption that allows
the presence of the pesticide chemical, or
any pesticide chemical residue that results
from its use, in or on that food. Subsection
(e) shall apply to actions taken under this
paragraph. A suspension under this para-
graph shall become effective not later than
60 days after the date by which each such
suspension of use has become effective.

“(B) EFFECT OF SUSPENSION.—The suspen-
sion of a tolerance or exemption under sub-
paragraph (A) shall be effective as long as
the use of each associated registration of a
pesticide is suspended under the Federal In-
secticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act.
While a suspension of a tolerance or exemp-
tion is effective the tolerance or exemption
shall not be considered to be in effect. If the
suspension of use of the pesticide under that
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Act is terminated, leaving the registration of
the pesticide for such use in effect under
that Act, the Administrator shall rescind
any associated suspension of tolerance or ex-
emption.

‘“(4) TOLERANCES FOR UNAVOIDABLE RESI-
DUES.—In connection with action taken
under paragraph (2) or (3), or with respect to
pesticides whose registrations were sus-
pended or canceled prior to the date of the
enactment of this paragraph under the Fed-
eral Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide
Act, if the Administrator determines that a
residue of the canceled or suspended pes-
ticide chemical will unavoidably persist in
the environment and thereby be present in
or on a food, the Administrator may estab-
lish a tolerance for the pesticide chemical
residue. In establishing such a tolerance, the
Administrator shall take into account both
the factors set forth in subsection (b)(2) and
the unavoidability of the residue. Subsection
(e) shall apply to the establishment of such
tolerance. The Administrator shall review
any such tolerance periodically and modify
it as necessary so that it allows no greater
level of the pesticide chemical residue than
is unavoidable.

““(5) PESTICIDE RESIDUES RESULTING FROM
LAWFUL APPLICATION OF PESTICIDE.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of this Act, if a
tolerance or exemption for a pesticide chem-
ical residue in or on a food has been revoked,
suspended, or modified under this section, an
article of that food shall not be deemed un-
safe solely because of the presence of such
pesticide chemical residue in or on such food
if it is shown to the satisfaction of the Sec-
retary that—

“(A) the residue is present as the result of
an application or use of a pesticide at a time
and in a manner that was lawful under the
Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and
Rodenticide Act; and

““(B) the residue does not exceed a level
that was authorized at the time of that ap-
plication or use to be present on the food
under a tolerance, exemption, food additive
regulation, or other sanction then in effect
under this Act;

unless, in the case of any tolerance or ex-
emption revoked, suspended, or modified
under this subsection or subsection (d) or (e),
the Administrator has issued a determina-
tion that consumption of the legally treated
food during the period of its likely availabil-
ity in commerce will pose an unreasonable
dietary risk.

‘“(6) TOLERANCE FOR USE OF PESTICIDES
UNDER AN EMERGENCY EXEMPTION.—If the Ad-
ministrator grants an exemption under sec-
tion 18 of the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide,
and Rodenticide Act (7 U.S.C. 136p) for a pes-
ticide chemical, the Administrator shall es-
tablish a tolerance or exemption from the re-
quirement for a tolerance for the pesticide
chemical residue. Such a tolerance or exemp-
tion from a tolerance shall have an expira-
tion date. The Administrator may establish
such a tolerance or exemption without pro-
viding notice or a period for comment on the
tolerance or exemption. The Administrator
shall promulgate regulations within 365 days
after the date of the enactment of this para-
graph governing the establishment of toler-
ances and exemptions under this paragraph.
Such regulations shall be consistent with the
safety standard under subsections (b)(2) and
(c)(2) and with section 18 of the Federal In-
secticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act.

“(m) FEES.—

‘(1) AMOUNT.—The Administrator shall by
regulation require the payment of such fees
as will in the aggregate, in the judgment of
the Administrator, be sufficient over a rea-
sonable term to provide, equip, and maintain
an adequate service for the performance of
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the Administrator’s functions under this sec-
tion. Under the regulations, the performance
of the Administrator’s services or other
functions under this section, including—

““(A) the acceptance for filing of a petition
submitted under subsection (d);

““(B) establishing, modifying, leaving in ef-
fect, or revoking a tolerance or establishing,
modifying, leaving in effect, or revoking an
exemption from the requirement for a toler-
ance under this section;

““(C) the acceptance for filing of objections
under subsection (g); or

““(D) the certification and filing in court of
a transcript of the proceedings and the
record under subsection (h);
may be conditioned upon the payment of
such fees. The regulations may further pro-
vide for waiver or refund of fees in whole or
in part when in the judgment of the Admin-
istrator such a waiver or refund is equitable
and not contrary to the purposes of this sub-
section.

“(2) DeposiT.—AIll fees collected under
paragraph (1) shall be deposited in the Rereg-
istration and Expedited Processing Fund cre-
ated by section 4(k) of the Federal Insecti-
cide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act. Such
fees shall be available to the Administrator,
without fiscal year limitation, for the per-
formance of the Administrator’s services or
functions as specified in paragraph (1).

““(n) NATIONAL UNIFORMITY OF TOLER-
ANCES.—

““(1) QUALIFYING PESTICIDE CHEMICAL RESI-
DUE.—For purposes of this subsection, the
term ‘qualifying pesticide chemical residue’
means a pesticide chemical residue resulting
from the use, in production, processing, or
storage of a food, of a pesticide chemical
that is an active ingredient and that—

“(A) was first approved for such use in a
registration of a pesticide issued under sec-
tion 3(c)(5) of the Federal Insecticide, Fun-
gicide, Rodenticide Act on or after April 25,
1985, on the basis of data determined by the
Administrator to meet all applicable re-
quirements for data prescribed by regula-
tions in effect under that Act on April 25,
1985; or

““(B) was approved for such use in a rereg-
istration eligibility determination issued
under section 4(g) of that Act on or after the
date of enactment of this subsection.

““(2) QUALIFYING FEDERAL DETERMINATION.—
For purposes of this subsection, the term
‘qualifying Federal determination’ means a
tolerance or exemption from the require-
ment for a tolerance for a qualifying pes-
ticide chemical residue that—

“(A) is issued under this section after the
date of the enactment of this subsection and
determined by the Administrator to meet
the standard under subsection (b)(2)(A) (in
the case of a tolerance) or (c)(2) (in the case
of an exemption); or

“(B)(i) pursuant to subsection (j) is re-
maining in effect or is deemed to have been
issued under this section, or is regarded
under subsection (k) as exempt from the re-
quirement for a tolerance; and

““(ii) is determined by the Administrator to
meet the standard under subsection (b)(2)(A)
(in the case of a tolerance) or (c)(2) (in the
case of an exemption).

“(3) LIMITATION.—The Administrator may
make the determination described in para-
graph (2)(B)(ii) only by issuing a rule in ac-
cordance with the procedure set forth in sub-
section (d) or (e) and only if the Adminis-
trator issues a proposed rule and allows a pe-
riod of not less than 30 days for comment on
the proposed rule. Any such rule shall be
reviewable in accordance with subsections
(9) and (h).

‘‘(4) STATE AUTHORITY.—EXxcept as provided
in paragraphs (5), (6), and (8) no State or po-
litical subdivision may establish or enforce
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any regulatory limit on a qualifying pes-
ticide chemical residue in or on any food if a
qualifying Federal determination applies to
the presence of such pesticide chemical resi-
due in or on such food, unless such State reg-
ulatory limit is identical to such qualifying
Federal determination. A State or political
subdivision shall be deemed to establish or
enforce a regulatory limit on a pesticide
chemical residue in or on a food if it
purports to prohibit or penalize the produc-
tion, processing, shipping, or other handling
of a food because it contains a pesticide resi-
due (in excess of a prescribed limit).

““(5) PETITION PROCEDURE.—

“(A) IN GENERAL.—ANy State may petition
the Administrator for authorization to es-
tablish in such State a regulatory limit on a
qualifying pesticide chemical residue in or
on any food that is not identical to the
qualifying Federal determination applicable
to such qualifying pesticide chemical resi-
due.

“(B) PETITION REQUIREMENTS.—AnNy peti-
tion under subparagraph (A) shall—

“(i) satisfy any requirements prescribed,
by rule, by the Administrator; and

““(ii) be supported by scientific data about
the pesticide chemical residue that is the
subject of the petition or about chemically
related pesticide chemical residues, data on
the consumption within such State of food
bearing the pesticide chemical residue, and
data on exposure of humans within such
State to the pesticide chemical residue.

“(C) AUTHORIZATION.—The Administrator
may, by order, grant the authorization de-
scribed in subparagraph (A) if the Adminis-
trator determines that the proposed State
regulatory limit—

‘(i) is justified by compelling local condi-
tions; and

‘(i) would not cause any food to be a vio-
lation of Federal law.

‘(D) TREATMENT.—In lieu of any action au-
thorized under subparagraph (C), the Admin-
istrator may treat a petition under this
paragraph as a petition under subsection (d)
to modify or revoke a tolerance or an exemp-
tion. If the Administrator determines to
treat a petition under this paragraph as a pe-
tition under subsection (d), the Adminis-
trator shall thereafter act on the petition
pursuant to subsection (d).

“(E) REVIEW.—AnNy order of the Adminis-
trator granting or denying the authorization
described in subparagraph (A) shall be sub-
ject to review in the manner described in
subsections (g) and (h).

““(6) URGENT PETITION PROCEDURE.—ANY
State petition to the Administrator pursu-
ant to paragraph (5) that demonstrates that
consumption of a food containing such pes-
ticide residue level during the period of the
food’s likely availability in the State will
pose a significant public health threat from
acute exposure shall be considered an urgent
petition. If an order by the Administrator to
grant or deny the requested authorization in
an urgent petition is not made within 30 days
of receipt of the petition, the petitioning
State may establish and enforce a temporary
regulatory limit on a qualifying pesticide
chemical residue in or on the food. The tem-
porary regulatory limit shall be validated or
terminated by the Administrator’s final
order on the petition.

““(7) RESIDUES FROM LAWFUL APPLICATION.—
No State or political subdivision may en-
force any regulatory limit on the level of a
pesticide chemical residue that may appear
in or on any food if, at the time of the appli-
cation of the pesticide that resulted in such
residue, the sale of such food with such resi-
due level was lawful under this section and
under the law of such State, unless the State
demonstrates that consumption of the food
containing such pesticide residue level dur-
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ing the period of the food’s likely availabil-
ity in the State will pose an unreasonable di-
etary risk to the health of persons within
such State.

‘“(8) SAVINGS.—Nothing in this Act pre-
empts the authority of any State or political
subdivision to require that a food containing
a pesticide chemical residue bear or be the
subject of a warning or other statement re-
lating to the presence of the pesticide chemi-
cal residue in or on such food.

‘“(0) CONSUMER RIGHT To KNow.—Not later
than 2 years after the date of the enactment
of the Food Quality Protection Act of 1996,
and annually thereafter, the Administrator
shall, in consultation with the Secretary of
Agriculture and the Secretary of Health and
Human Services, publish in a format under-
standable to a lay person, and distribute to
large retail grocers for public display (in a
manner determined by the grocer), the fol-
lowing information, at a minimum:

““(1) A discussion of the risks and benefits
of pesticide chemical residues in or on food
purchased by consumers.

“(2) A listing of actions taken under sub-
paragraph (B) of subsection (b)(2) that may
result in pesticide chemical residues in or on
food that present a yearly or lifetime risk
above the risk allowed under subparagraph
(A) of such subsection, and the food on which
the pesticide chemicals producing the resi-
dues are used.

““(3) Recommendations to consumers for re-
ducing dietary exposure to pesticide chemi-
cal residues in a manner consistent with
maintaining a healthy diet, including a list
of food that may reasonably substitute for
food listed under paragraph (2).

Nothing in this subsection shall prevent
retail grocers from providing additional in-
formation.

““(p) ESTROGENIC SUBSTANCES SCREENING
PROGRAM.—

‘(1) DEVELOPMENT.—Not later than 2 years
after the date of enactment of this section,
the Administrator shall in consultation with
the Secretary of Health and Human Services
develop a screening program, using appro-
priate validated test systems and other sci-
entifically relevant information, to deter-
mine whether certain substances may have
an effect in humans that is similar to an ef-
fect produced by a naturally occurring estro-
gen, or such other endocrine effect as the Ad-
ministrator may designate.

““(2) IMPLEMENTATION.—Not later than 3
years after the date of enactment of this sec-
tion, after obtaining public comment and re-
view of the screening program described in
paragraph (1) by the scientific advisory panel
established under section 25(d) of the Federal
Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act
or the science advisory board established by
section 8 of the Environmental Research, De-
velopment, and Demonstration Act of 1978
(42 U.S.C. 4365), the Administrator shall im-
plement the program.

““(3) SUBSTANCES.—In carrying out the
screening program described in paragraph
(1), the Administrator—

“(A) shall provide for the testing of all pes-
ticide chemicals; and

‘“(B) may provide for the testing of any
other substance that may have an effect that
is cumulative to an effect of a pesticide
chemical if the Administrator determines
that a substantial population may be ex-
posed to such substance.

‘“(4) EXEMPTION.—Notwithstanding para-
graph (3), the Administrator may, by order,
exempt from the requirements of this sec-
tion a biologic substance or other substance
if the Administrator determines that the
substance is anticipated not to produce any
effect in humans similar to an effect pro-
duced by a naturally occurring estrogen.

“(5) COLLECTION OF INFORMATION.—
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“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator shall
issue an order to a registrant of a substance
for which testing is required under this sub-
section, or to a person who manufactures or
imports a substance for which testing is re-
quired under this subsection, to conduct
testing in accordance with the screening pro-
gram described in paragraph (1), and submit
information obtained from the testing to the
Administrator, within a reasonable time pe-
riod that the Administrator determines is
sufficient for the generation of the informa-
tion.

“(B) PROCEDURES.—To the extent prac-
ticable the Administrator shall minimize du-
plicative testing of the same substance for
the same endocrine effect, develop, as appro-
priate, procedures for fair and equitable
sharing of test costs, and develop, as nec-
essary, procedures for handling of confiden-
tial business information.

““(C) FAILURE OF REGISTRANTS TO SUBMIT IN-
FORMATION.—

‘(i) SusPeENsION.—If a registrant of a sub-
stance referred to in paragraph (3)(A) fails to
comply with an order under subparagraph
(A) of this paragraph, the Administrator
shall issue a notice of intent to suspend the
sale or distribution of the substance by the
registrant. Any suspension proposed under
this paragraph shall become final at the end
of the 30-day period beginning on the date
that the registrant receives the notice of in-
tent to suspend, unless during that period a
person adversely affected by the notice re-
quests a hearing or the Administrator deter-
mines that the registrant has complied fully
with this paragraph.

““(ii) HEARING.—If a person requests a hear-
ing under clause (i), the hearing shall be con-
ducted in accordance with section 554 of title
5, United States Code. The only matter for
resolution at the hearing shall be whether
the registrant has failed to comply with an
order under subparagraph (A) of this para-
graph. A decision by the Administrator after
completion of a hearing shall be considered
to be a final agency action.

“(iif) TERMINATION OF SUSPENSIONS.—The
Administrator shall terminate a suspension
under this subparagraph issued with respect
to a registrant if the Administrator deter-
mines that the registrant has complied fully
with this paragraph.

““(D) NONCOMPLIANCE BY OTHER PERSONS.—
Any person (other than a registrant) who
fails to comply with an order under subpara-
graph (A) shall be liable for the same pen-
alties and sanctions as are provided under
section 16 of the Toxic Substances Control
Act (15 U.S.C. 2601 and following) in the case
of a violation referred to in that section.
Such penalties and sanctions shall be as-
sessed and imposed in the same manner as
provided in such section 16.

““(6) AGENCY ACTION.—INn the case of any
substance that is found, as a result of testing
and evaluation under this section, to have an
endocrine effect on humans, the Adminis-
trator shall, as appropriate, take action
under such statutory authority as is avail-
able to the Administrator, including consid-
eration under other sections of this Act, as is
necessary to ensure the protection of public
health.

““(7) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than 4
years after the date of enactment of this sec-
tion, the Administrator shall prepare and
submit to Congress a report containing—

“(A) the findings of the Administrator re-
sulting from the screening program de-
scribed in paragraph (1);

“(B) recommendations for further testing
needed to evaluate the impact on human
health of the substances tested under the
screening program; and

““(C) recommendations for any further ac-
tions (including any action described in
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paragraph (6)) that the Administrator deter-
mines are appropriate based on the findings.

““(q) SCHEDULE FOR REVIEW.—

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator shall
review tolerances and exemptions for pes-
ticide chemical residues in effect on the day
before the date of the enactment of the Food
Quality Protection Act of 1996, as expedi-
tiously as practicable, assuring that—

““(A) 33 percent of such tolerances and ex-
emptions are reviewed within 3 years of the
date of enactment of such Act;

“(B) 66 percent of such tolerances and ex-
emptions are reviewed within 6 years of the
date of enactment of such Act; and

““(C) 100 percent of such tolerances and ex-
emptions are reviewed within 10 years of the
date of enactment of such Act.

In conducting a review of a tolerance or ex-
emption, the Administrator shall determine
whether the tolerance or exemption meets
the requirements of subsections (b)(2) or
(c)(2) and shall, by the deadline for the re-
view of the tolerance or exemption, issue a
regulation under subsection (d)(4) or (e)(1) to
modify or revoke the tolerance or exemption
if the tolerance or exemption does not meet
such requirements.

“(2) PRIORITIES.—INn determining priorities
for reviewing tolerances and exemptions
under paragraph (1), the Administrator shall
give priority to the review of the tolerances
or exemptions that appear to pose the great-
est risk to public health.

““(3) PUBLICATION OF SCHEDULE.—Not later
than 12 months after the date of the enact-
ment of the Food Quality Protection Act of
1996, the Administrator shall publish a
schedule for review of tolerances and exemp-
tions established prior to the date of the en-
actment of the Food Quality Protection Act
of 1996. The determination of priorities for
the review of tolerances and exemptions pur-
suant to this subsection is not a rulemaking
and shall not be subject to judicial review,
except that failure to take final action pur-
suant to the schedule established by this
paragraph shall be subject to judicial review.

“(r) TEMPORARY TOLERANCE OR EXEMP-
TION.—The Administrator may, upon the re-
quest of any person who has obtained an ex-
perimental permit for a pesticide chemical
under the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide,
and Rodenticide Act or upon the Administra-
tor’s own initiative, establish a temporary
tolerance or exemption for the pesticide
chemical residue for the uses covered by the
permit. Subsections (b)(2), (c)(2), (d), and (e)
shall apply to actions taken under this sub-
section.

““(s) SAVINGS CLAUSE.—Nothing in this sec-
tion shall be construed to amend or modify
the provisions of the Toxic Substances Con-
trol Act or the Federal Insecticide, Fun-
gicide, and Rodenticide Act.”.

SEC. 406. AUTHORIZATION FOR INCREASED MON-
ITORING.

For the fiscal years 1997 through 1999, there
is authorized to be appropriated in the aggre-
gate an additional $12,000,000 for increased
monitoring by the Secretary of Health and
Human Services of pesticide residues in im-
ported and domestic food.

SEC. 407. ALTERNATIVE ENFORCEMENT.

Section 303(g) (21 U.S.C. 333(f)) is amend-
ed—

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (2), (3), and
(4) as paragraphs (3), (4), and (5), respec-
tively,

(2) by inserting after paragraph (1) the fol-
lowing:

“(2)(A) Any person who introduces into
interstate commerce or delivers for intro-
duction into interstate commerce an article
of food that is adulterated within the mean-
ing of section 402(a)(2)(B) shall be subject to
a civil money penalty of not more than
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$50,000 in the case of an individual and
$250,000 in the case of any other person for
such introduction or delivery, not to exceed
$500,000 for all such violations adjudicated in
a single proceeding.

““(B) This paragraph shall not apply to any
person who grew the article of food that is
adulterated. If the Secretary assesses a civil
penalty against any person under this para-
graph, the Secretary may not use the crimi-
nal authorities under this section to sanc-
tion such person for the introduction or de-
livery for introduction into interstate com-
merce of the article of food that is adulter-
ated. If the Secretary assesses a civil penalty
against any person under this paragraph, the
Secretary may not use the seizure authori-
ties of section 304 or the injunction authori-
ties of section 302 with respect to the article
of food that is adulterated.

“(C) In a hearing to assess a civil penalty
under this paragraph, the presiding officer
shall have the same authority with regard to
compelling testimony or production of docu-
ments as a presiding officer has under sec-
tion 408(g)(2)(B). The third sentence of para-
graph (3)(A) shall not apply to any investiga-
tion under this paragraph.”’;

(3) in paragraph (3), as so redesignated, by
striking “‘paragraph (1)’ each place it occurs
and inserting ““‘paragraph (1) or (2)”’;

(4) in paragraph (4), as so redesignated, by
striking ““(2)(A)” and inserting ““(3)(A)”’; and

(5) in paragraph (5), as so redesignated, by
striking ““(3)”" each place it occurs and in-
serting ““(4)”.

TITLE V—FEES
SEC. 501. REREGISTRATION FEES.

(a) SECTION 4(i).—Section 4(i) (7 U.S.C.
136a-1(i)), as amended by section 232(2), is
amended—

(1) in paragraphs (5)(H) and (6), by striking
1997 and inserting ‘‘2001’; and

(2) in paragraph (5)(C), by inserting “‘(i)”
after ““(C)”” and by adding at the end the fol-
lowing:

“(if) in each of the fiscal years 1998, 1999,
and 2000, the Administrator is authorized to
collect up to an additional $2,000,000 in a
manner consistent with subsection (k)(5) and
the recommendations of the Inspector Gen-
eral of the Environmental Protection Agen-
cy. The total fees that may be collected
under this clause shall not exceed
$6,000,000.”".

(b) SecTiON 4(k)(1).—Section 4(k)(1) (7
U.S.C. 136a-1(k)(1) is amended by inserting
before the period the following: “which shall
be known as the Reregistration and Expe-
dited Processing Fund’.

(c) SECTION 4(k)(2).—Section 4(k)(2) (7 136a—
1(k)(2)) is amended to read as follows:

““(2) SOURCE AND USE.—

“(A) All moneys derived from fees col-
lected by the Administrator under sub-
section (i) shall be deposited in the fund and
shall be available to the Administrator,
without fiscal year limitation, specifically
to offset the costs of reregistration and expe-
dited processing of the applications specified
in paragraph (3). Such moneys derived from
fees may not be expended in any fiscal year
to the extent such moneys derived from fees
would exceed money appropriated for use by
the Administrator and expended in such year
for such costs of reregistration and expedited
processing of such applications. The Admin-
istrator shall, prior to expending any such
moneys derived from fees—

(i) effective October 1, 1997, adopt specific
and cost accounting rules and procedures as
approved by the General Accounting Office
and the Inspector General of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency to ensure that
moneys derived from fees are allocated sole-
ly to the costs of reregistration and expe-
dited processing of the applications specified
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in paragraph (3) in the same portion as ap-
propriated funds;

“(ii) prohibit the use of such moneys de-
rived from fees to pay for any costs other
than those necessary to achieve reregistra-
tion and expedited processing of the applica-
tions specified in paragraph (3); and

“(iii) ensure that personnel and facility
costs associated with the functions to be car-
ried out under this paragraph do not exceed
agency averages for comparable personnel
and facility costs.

““(B) The Administrator shall also—

‘(i) complete the review of unreviewed re-
registration studies required to support the
reregistration eligibility decisions scheduled
for completion in accordance with sub-
section (1)(2); and

“(ii) contract for such outside assistance
as may be necessary for review of required
studies, using a generally accepted competi-
tive process for the selection of vendors of
such assistance.”.

(d) SecTioN 4(k)(3).—Section 4(k)(3) (7
U.S.C. 136a-1(k)(3)) is amended—

(1) in subparagraph (A), by striking out
“for each of the fiscal years 1992, 1993, and
1994, ¥7th of the maintenance fees collected,
up to 2 million each year” and inserting in
lieu thereof ‘““for each of the fiscal years 1997
through 2001, not more than ¥ of the mainte-
nance fees collected in such fiscal year’’; and

(2) by adding a new subparagraph (C) to
read as follows:

“(C) So long as the Administrator has not
met the time frames specified in clause (ii)
of section 3(c)(3)(B) with respect to any ap-
plication subject to section 3(c)(3)(B) that
was received prior to the date of enactment
of the Food Quality Protection Act of 1996,
the Administrator shall use the full amount
of the fees specified in subparagraph (A) for
the purposes specified therein. Once all ap-
plications subject to section 3(c)(3)(B) that
were received prior to such date of enact-
ment have been acted upon, no limitation
shall be imposed by the preceding sentence
of this subparagraph so long as the Adminis-
trator meets the time frames specified in
clause (ii) of section 3(c)(3)(B) on 90 percent
of affected applications in a fiscal year.
Should the Administrator not meet such
time frames in a fiscal year, the limitations
imposed by the first sentence of this sub-
paragraph shall apply until all overdue ap-
plications subject to section 3(c)(3)(B) have
been acted upon.”.

(e) SEecTiON 4(k)(5).—Section 4(k)(5) (7
U.S.C. 136a-1(k)(5)) is amended to read as fol-
lows:

““(5) ACCOUNTING AND PERFORMANCE.—The
Administrator shall take all steps necessary
to ensure that expenditures from fees au-
thorized by subsection (i)(5)(C)(ii) are used
only to carry out the goals established under
subsection (I). The Reregistration and Expe-
dited Processing Fund shall be designated as
an Environmental Protection Agency com-
ponent for purposes of section 3515(c) of title
31, United States Code. The annual audit re-
quired under section 3521 of such title of the
financial statements of activities under this
Act under section 3515(b) of such title shall
include an audit of the fees collected under
subsection (i)(5)(C) and disbursed, of the
amount appropriated to match such fees, and
of the Administrator’s attainment of per-
formance measure and goals established
under subsection (I). Such an audit shall also
include a review of the reasonableness of the
overhead allocation and adequacy of disclo-
sures of direct and indirect costs associated
with carrying out the reregistration and ex-
pedited processing of the applications speci-
fied in paragraph (3), and the basis for and
accuracy of all costs paid with moneys de-
rived from such fees. The Inspector General
shall conduct the annual audit and report



July 23, 1996

the findings and recommendations of such
audit to the Administrator and to the Com-
mittees on Agriculture of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Senate. The cost of such
audit shall be paid for out of the fees col-
lected under subsection (i)(5)(C).”.

(f) GoAaLs.—Subsections (1) and (m) of sec-
tion 4 (7 U.S.C. 136a-1), as amended by sec-
tion 237, are redesignated as subsections (m)
and (n) respectively and the following is in-
serted after subsection (k):

“(I) PERFORMANCE MEASURES AND GOAL.—
The Administrator shall establish and pub-
lish annually in the Federal Register per-
formance measures and goals. Such measures
and goals shall include—

‘(1) the number of products reregistered,
canceled, or amended, the status of rereg-
istration, the number and type of data re-
quests under section 3(c)(2)(B) issued to sup-
port product reregistration by active ingre-
dient, the progress in reducing the number of
unreviewed, required reregistration studies,
the aggregate status of tolerances reas-
sessed, and the number of applications for
registration submitted under subsection
(k)(3) that were approved or disapproved;

““(2) the future schedule for reregistrations,
including the projection for such schedules
that will be issued under subsection (g)(2)(A)
and (B) in the current fiscal year and the
succeeding fiscal year; and

““(3) the projected year of completion of the
reregistrations under this section.”.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Kansas [Mr. ROBERTS] and the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. DE LA GARZzA]
will each control 20 minutes.

Mr. Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Kansas [Mr. ROBERTS].

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 1627, the Food
Quality Protection Act, represents
nearly a decade of effort to modernize
the Federal pesticide regulatory sys-
tem. Today the Committee on Agri-
culture and the Committee on Com-
merce will accomplish what many
thought simply could not be done; that
is, successful consideration on the floor
of a pesticide reform bill.

Mr. Speaker, this bill has been co-
sponsored by over 240 Members. This
bill was made possible by a recognition
from all sides of the debate that the
proper use of safe pesticides is a criti-
cal element in protecting public health
and ensuring a safe, abundant, and af-
fordable food supply for our American
consumers. To that end, H.R. 1627 does
provide wide latitude for the Environ-
mental Protection Agency to adapt its
regulatory system to meet the con-
stantly improving scientific informa-
tion that is available.

H.R. 1627 reforms the outdated
Delaney clause to allow modern
science, rather than arbitrary rules, to
be used in evaluating pesticide risks
and benefits. Just as important, be-
cause the new standard will be nar-
rative rather than specific, this legisla-
tion will allow the regulatory process
to be adjusted as scientific risks and
benefit assessments simply progress.

H.R. 1627 also provides additional in-
centives to register new, safer pes-
ticides through new authorities that
allow the EPA to streamline the pes-
ticide registration procedures, includ-
ing antimicrobial pesticides.
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In addition, the bill provides several
incentives for interested parties who
wish to pursue the registration of so-
called ““minor use’ pesticides to ensure
their availability in critical public
health and agricultural use situations.

This bill requires the Federal Gov-
ernment to fully consider any special
risk to infants and children in regu-
latory actions. Specifically, when there
is not enough reliable data on the risks
to infants and children submitted to
support the setting of a food tolerance,
the bill provides the EPA adminis-
trator the flexibility to adjust a pes-
ticide food tolerance to ensure that in-
fants and children are indeed safe.

In the National Academy of Sciences
report, Pesticides in the Diets of In-
fants and Children, the NAS high-
lighted the EPA’s current practice of
applying an additional tenfold safety
factor to the established thousandfold
safety margin in order to ensure safety
for fetal development. In addition, the
bill does provide the EPA the addi-
tional flexibility to apply a safety fac-
tor of less than ten-fold if the adminis-
trator determines such a level will be
safe for infants and for children.

To further protect infants and chil-
dren, the bill requires the EPA, the De-
partment of Agriculture, and the FDA
to coordinate their efforts to collect
accurate dietary information on the
eating patterns of U.S. consumers of
all ages to ensure the EPA has reliable
data from which to make rational
science-based regulatory decisions.

H.R. 1627 also provides the EPA the
resources necessary to continue the
long-delayed reregistration of existing
pesticides. Over the next 5 years the
EPA administrator is authorized to
collect up to $76 million in reregistra-
tion fees from the pesticide industry to
help the agency meet the task of com-
pleting the reviewing of the data of
pesticides registered prior to 1985. To
ensure these funds are used only for
the reregistration program and to en-
able Congress to meet its oversight re-
sponsibilities relative to the program
goals, this legislation requires a strin-
gent annual financial and performance
audit of the monies collected and ap-
propriated for the reregistration pro-
gram.

Everyone involved in this legislation
had made significant compromises to
reach the goal of passing a valuable re-
form, a critical reform of pesticide law.
As we near the finish line, it is impor-
tant to commend everyone involved on
both committees in Congress and many
others for the hard work that certainly
brings us to this point.

I personally would like to mention
the contributions of our former col-
league and the former Secretary of Ag-
riculture, the late Edward Madigan;
our former colleague, the late Mr. Bill
Emerson of Missouri; the chairman
emeritus of the House Committee on
Agriculture, the gentleman from Texas
Mr. KIKA DE LA GARZA, the godfather of
this entire effort; the gentleman from
Texas, Mr. GEORGE BROWN; the gen-
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tleman from Texas, Mr. STENHOM, who
has been a valuable help to us down
through the years; the gentleman from
California, Mr. CoNDIT; the distin-
guished chairman of the Committee on
Commerce, the gentleman from Vir-
ginia, Mr. BLILEY; Mr. Bruce, a former
colleague from lllinois; Mr. Lehman, a
former colleague from California, and
Mr. Rowland, a former colleague from
Georgia.

The ultimate success of this reform
will rest with the professionalism and
the common sense of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency. Congress
will be watching closely as we try to
implement these reforms. We will, to
ensure that science, not emotion, is the
basis of the pesticide regulation.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Speaker, |
yield myself such time as | may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, it has been a long time
in coming. I am speaking of the amend-
ment to FIFRA and the food and drug
law. Today we have a package before
this House that makes amendment to
how we regulate pesticides, and it is on
the suspension calendar. It is hard to
believe that we have come all this way.

Mr. Speaker, let me echo apprecia-
tion to all of those Chairman ROBERTS
has mentioned as having worked on
this effort. | would like to add only our
former colleague from lowa, Mr. Berk-
ley Bedell, who diligently worked on
this issue and had it almost to the
brink of passage at one time.

Mr. Speaker, | have no objections to
the present bill. However, | have con-
cerns about how it will be imple-
mented. One of the biggest hurdles, if
not the biggest, to getting where we
are today has been the infamous or fa-
mous Delaney clause.

Whatever one’s perspective might be,
the Delaney clause was a political out-
growth of the public’s fear in the 1950’s
of the disease that was being increas-
ingly diagnosed: cancer. Americans
were facing this mysterious Killer
more frequently. Interestingly, at the
same time medicine was improving and
physicians were diagnosing more can-
cer. Today we have the capability to
measure to parts per trillion. There is
no justifiable reason for a test based on
zero tolerance like we have with the
Delaney clause.

Mr. Speaker, | would like to mention
that all of the areas that have been
covered by the chairman of the com-
mittee, minor use crop protection,
antimicrobial pesticide registration re-
form, and public health pesticides,
were all very diligently and studiously
worked on by members of the Commit-
tee on Agriculture.

I would like to commend our friends
from the Committee on Commerce, the
chairman, the ranking member, and
the ranking member of the Sub-
committee on Health and Environ-
ment, for all the work they have done,
and for their diligence in seeing that
the needs of society are met to the ex-
tent that it is possible.
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I have always maintained, Mr.
Speaker, that Americans enjoy the
safest, least expensive, and most abun-
dant food supply in the world and that
legislation is the art of the possible.
We are here with that, with what is
possible. It is not perfect. This is what
could be agreed upon. Probably in the
future it might be further looked at,
but for now it is the extent of what is
possible, considering all of the areas of
concern. To all of those from the Com-
mittee on Commerce, we commend
them and appreciate their work and co-
operation.

Mr. Speaker, commending my col-
leagues from the Commerce Committee
on the work that they have done, |
yield half of my time, 10 minutes, to
the gentleman from California [Mr.
WAXMAN], and | ask unanimous consent
he be permitted to control that time.
He was chairman of the subcommittee
and did tremendous work, and now is
the ranking member of that commit-
tee.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, | reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Speaker, it is
with great pleasure that | yield 6 min-
utes to the distinguished gentleman
from Virginia [Mr. BLILEY], chairman
of the Committee on Commerce, with-
out whose effective leadership we
would not be here today passing a criti-
cal reform on the Suspension Calendar.

Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for his kind remarks
and for yielding me the time.

Mr. Speaker, today this House has a
great opportunity to strengthen Amer-
ica’s food safety laws and improve the
safety and quality of its food supply.
H.R. 1627, the Food Quality Protection
Act of 1996, is a landmark bipartisan
agreement that will bring Federal reg-
ulations of the Nation’s food producers
into the 21st century.

As everyone knows, reforming Amer-
ica’s food safety laws has been an issue
in Congress for more than a decade.
For as long as | can recall, Republicans
and Democrats alike have tried to re-
place the outdated Delaney clause with
a modern, workable safety standard.
The Delaney clause is a holdover that
reflects the science of the 1950’s.

In fact, the Delaney clause has been
criticized almost since its inception in
1958. How long was that? Well, consider
in 1958 ““At the Hop’’ by Danny and the
Juniors, was one of America’s favorite
songs; ‘““‘Gunsmoke’ riveted millions of
families to their black and white TV
sets; and a gallon of gasoline cost 30
cents.

Perhaps more telling of all, 1958 was
the year Fidel Castro came to power in
Cuba. Like Castro, the Delaney clause
has cast a long and dark shadow over
the years. By establishing a counter-
productive standard for food safety, the
clause has frozen science for 40 years.

In 1958 our knowledge of carcinogens
was in its infancy. Our ability to iden-
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tify trace amounts of pesticide residues
was primitive by comparison to today.
We had not even begun to think about
risk assessment. Where before we could
detect pesticide residues in measure-
ments of parts per million, today we do
so in parts per billion, and in some
cases, parts per trillion.
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We know more about cancer today
than we did then and about the relative
risks of trace amounts of carcinogens.
In fact only one thing has remained
constant since 1958, the Delaney clause
itself. But despite bipartisan consensus
that the Delaney clause needed reform,
Congress was never able to achieve
agreement on how best to do so until
now.

After weeks of bipartisan negotia-
tions, the Committee on Commerce re-
ported out a strong bill that makes
much-needed improvements to the reg-
ulation of pesticides. Under the legisla-
tion before us today, the Delaney
clause will be replaced with a unified
safety standard. The standard will pro-
tect our food quality standards by al-
lowing for the approval of pesticide tol-
erances when there is a reasonable cer-
tainty no harm will come to the con-
suming public.

For the first time, we will be able to
address the issue of food safety com-
prehensively, taking into account the
safety of the consuming public, preser-
vation of the food supply and economic
benefits as well. The legislation estab-
lishes strong protections for infants
and children, adopting the rec-
ommendations of the National Re-
search Council’s report.

I would like to thank particularly
the staff on the minority side, Kay
Holcombe and Phil Schiliro, to the ad-
ministration’s Dr. Goldman, Jim
Adolia and Bill Schultz, and my staff,
Howard Cohen and Eric Berger.

This legislation before us today con-
tains amendments to the Food, Drug
and Cosmetic Act exactly as reported
by the House Committee on Commerce.
| feel confident that our efforts today
will improve the safety, abundance and
affordability of the Nation’s food sup-
ply.

We would not be here without the co-
operation of everyone, particularly my
friends, the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. DINGELL], the ranking member of
the full committee, and the gentleman
from Hollywood, CA [Mr. WAXMAN], the
ranking member of the subcommittee,
whom | sometimes have a slight dis-
agreement with, and to the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. BILIRAKIS], the chair-
man of the Subcommittee on Health
and Environment of the Committee on
Commerce, who has worked long and
hard on this issue.

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman  from California [Mr.
BROWN].

(Mr. BROWN of California asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)
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Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Speak-
er, | thank the distinguished gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. DE LA GARZA]
for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, it seems like some of
the best decades of my life have been
spent working on FIFRA, and |1 am
very happy to see this day arrive
today. | can remember quite well when
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. DE LA
GARzA], who had been wrestling with
this problem as chairman of the appro-
priate subcommittee, turned that sub-
committee over to me and to the gen-
tleman from Kansas [Mr. ROBERTS], our
ranking member, and we worked dili-
gently for many years in an effort to
reach the position where we are today.
We had the support of Presidents of
both parties, and yet we were never
able to succeed.

I recite this because | think we
should appreciate that this bill, along
with a few others such as the tele-
communications bill, have come to fru-
ition only after generations. This may
be an example—these two bills, tele-
communications and this—of the bene-
fits and the productivity of working to-
gether on a bipartisan basis to solve
real problems in the most constructive
possible way. | think we have done that
here.

| have to pay particular tribute to
the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. RoB-
ERTS], my good friend, who never gave
up, who continued to persevere. While
he has praised my role, it is his role
that is really the one that is most sig-
nificant. 1 gave up years ago, and he
kept on working until we have reached
this day of success.

Of course | must also praise our col-
leagues on the Committee on Com-
merce, the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. DINGELL] and the gentleman from
California [Mr. WAXMAN]. The Commit-
tee on Commerce will be recognized as
the source of the most important and
productive legislation we have passed
in this Congress and, despite my occa-
sional arguments with the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. DINGELL], | praise
him for this.

This is a day that many people thought we
were not going to see. But today, we are
going to pass a bipartisan bill to reform our
pesticide laws. H.R. 1627 replaces the
Delaney clause with a commonsense alter-
native that is not only scientifically defensible,
but will result in comprehensive protection of
public health.

H.R. 1627, is a good bill. Each of the di-
verse array of interest groups who have fol-
lowed this legislation would probably wish to
have something included in, or excluded from
it. So, from each of their perspectives. H.R.
1627 would not be considered a perfect bill,
but they believe H.R. 1627 represents a sig-
nificant improvement over current law. The bill
is the result of a great deal of hard work by
the Agriculture and Commerce Committees
and the administration to fashion these com-
promises and achieve consensus.

Chairman ROBERTS and | have worked on
pesticide legislation together for many years. |
would like to commend him for his efforts and
for conducting an inclusive, bipartisan process
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during the consideration of this legislation by
the Agriculture Committee. This is the way the
legislative process should work.

| am pleased to support H.R. 1627, and |
urge my colleagues to do the same.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. DINGELL], the ranking mem-
ber of the Committee on Commerce.

(Mr. DINGELL asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, this is
quite a historic moment, for today we
consider in the House a piece of legisla-
tion that literally has been pending be-
fore Congress for over a decade. This
bill overhauls the way the Government
regulates pesticides, and at long last
deals with the thorny issue of differing
standards for different kinds of food
products, and with the scientifically
outdated application of the Delaney
clause.

It is an amazing compromise that has
been reached, which has brought to-
gether some of the most staunch and
bitter rivals in this debate—consumer
and environmental groups, the food in-
dustry, American agriculture, and the
Federal Government agencies who
oversee pesticide use and safety—the
Environmental Protection Agency and
the Food and Drug Administration.

This bill represents the product of
that successful negotiation. It meets
the need of the agriculture and food in-
dustries for proper, consistent regula-
tion of pesticides, without arbitrary
standards such as the outdated and in-
appropriate Delaney clause.

In accomplishing that goal, the bill
delicately strikes the essential balance
between this legitimate need and
consumer desire to continue the al-
ready high level of safety of American
food.

Specifically, the legislation adopts
the widely held view that special atten-
tion must be paid to dietary habits and
health needs of special populations,
such as children. At the same time, it
provides flexibility to use methods and
numbers that are appropriate and sup-
ported by valid information.

Significantly, the bill recognizes the
importance of pesticides to the food
supply, and builds this benefit into the
evaluation of how pesticides are used.

No one group or individual will con-
sider this to be perfect legislation, nor
does it fulfill the full agenda of any one
party. Its development required signifi-
cant concessions from every quarter; it
demonstrates that worthy goals are
achievable through compromise. We
are pleased that bipartisan negotiation
produced good legislation.

I want to express my appreciation to
my colleagues from California, Michi-
gan, Texas, and New York—Mr. WAX-
MAN, Mr. STUPAK, Mr. HALL, and Mr.
TOWNS.

Mr. Speaker, | commend the gen-
tleman from Virginia [Mr. BLILEY], the
chairman of the Committee on Com-
merce, and also the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. BILIRAKIS], the chairman
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of the subcommittee. | also want to
commend the gentleman from Kansas
[Mr. ROBERTS], the gentleman from
California [Mr. CoNDIT], and the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. DE LA GARzA].
The gentleman from Texas [Mr. DE LA
GARzA] is the valuable ranking mem-
ber of the Committee on Agriculture
and has long been interested in this.
Those gentlemen and many others,
along with the staff, have made an out-
standing contribution to the solution
of the problems before us today. | com-
mend them and | thank them for the
outstanding job which they have done.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. BILIRAKIS],
the chairman of the Subcommittee on
Health and Environment of the Com-
mittee on Commerce.

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaker, | ap-
preciate the gentleman yielding this
time to me. |, too, would like to make
a few brief points concerning the legis-
lation before us today.

The Food Quality Protection Act is
more than just an important reform
initiative. It is, as others have already
said, the culmination of intensive bi-
partisan negotiations and, as we have
heard here today, has the strong sup-
port of Members on both sides of the
aisle.

The high level of support for this bill
is actually not very surprising when we
stop to think about it. Food safety re-
form has been a primary focus of Con-
gress for more than a decade. That is
because for farmers, for processors,
manufacturers and of course for con-
sumers the zero risk standard of the
Delaney clause has served to freeze 1950
science into law.

When the Delaney clause was enacted
in 1958, the body of scientific knowl-
edge on cancer was very limited. Of
course we have made tremendous
strides, thank God, in detecting and
fighting cancer but our pesticide regu-
lations have not been allowed to keep
pace with scientific advances.

As a result, it is essential that we
adopt a modern consistent standard for
determining the safety of our food sup-
ply. H.R. 1627 has the support of the
Food Chain Coalition which includes
the American Farm Bureau Federa-
tion, the American Meat Institute,
Grocery Manufacturers of America, the
Independent Bakers Association, the
National Cattlemen’s Beef Association,
the National Farmers Union, the Unit-
ed Fresh Fruit and Vegetable Associa-
tion, and, of course, so many others
that | have not mentioned.

The legislation before us is a long-
overdue step forward in the Nation’s ef-
forts to produce the best food supply
possible. It establishes a unified gen-
eral risk-setting standard for pesticides
based on a standard of safety which is
defined as a reasonable certainty of no
harm.

It contains requirements for toler-
ance setting which are directly respon-
sible to the recommendations of the
National Research Council’s report on
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“‘Pesticides in the Diets of Infants and
Children.”

It allows the use of benefits in spe-
cific situations, such as where the risk
of not using the pesticide is greater
than the risk of using it, and where the
pesticide is needed to avoid a signifi-
cant disruption in the domestic produc-
tion of an adequate, wholesome, and
economic food supply.

It retains the national uniformity for
Federal pesticide residue tolerance ex-
cept in limited cases.

It gives the administrator the au-
thority to require data or information
to determine whether a pesticide chem-
ical may have an effect similar to an
effect produced by a naturally occur-
ring estrogen or other endocrine effect.

It provides for a consumer informa-
tion booklet to be distributed by EPA
to large retail grocers.

It establishes limited civil penalties
as an alternate to the current heavy-
handed enforcement tools of seizure,
injunctions, and criminal action.

I am very pleased, as my colleagues
might imagine, Mr. Speaker, with the
bipartisan spirit that has helped craft
this legislation. | want to commend the
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. BLILEY],
the chairman, the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. DINGELL], and the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. WAXMAN]
for their great contributions to this ef-
fort and, most important, the staffs
who worked long and late hours to get
us to this point. This is a reform meas-
ure of which we all have reason to be
proud.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself 3 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, | rise in strong support
of H.R. 1627 and want to commend
Chairmen BLILEY and ROBERTS, sub-
committee Chairman BILIRAKIS, and
JOHN DINGELL for their efforts to re-
solve this issue and bring this impor-
tant legislation to the floor.

In the last 2 weeks, we have worked
together to resolve a problem that has
frustrated Congress for nearly two dec-
ades. And in reaching this agreement,
we have found a way to reconcile fun-
damentally different positions into a
strong bill that will benefit all Ameri-
cans.

The starting point for this com-
promise is the repeal of the Delaney
Clause and the creation of a single
health-based standard that will apply
to all foods. This reform gives industry
needed regulatory flexibility while pro-
viding important health protections to
American families.

In passing this legislation we are en-
suring that pesticides will present no
danger to our children. H.R. 1627 re-
quires the Environmental Protection
Agency—when establishing safety tol-
erances that apply to all Americans—
to consider any special impacts a pes-
ticide may have on infants and chil-
dren and ensure that any aggregate ex-
posure to a pesticide chemical residue
present a reasonable certainty of no
harm to them. This provision cannot
be waived for eligible pesticide chemi-
cal residues.
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H.R. 1627 also establishes an estrogen
screening program and a right-to-know
initiative that will provide vital infor-
mation to consumers.

I am pleased to announce to my col-
leagues that H.R. 1627 is supported by a
number of environmental and public
health groups, including: the American
Preventative Medical Association; the
American Public Health Association;
Center for Science in the Public Inter-
est; Citizen Action; Citizen Health;
Consumers Union; the Environmental
Defense Fund; the Environmental
Working Group; the National Audobon
Society; the National PTA; the Na-
tional Wildlife Federation; the Na-
tional Resources Defense Council; Phy-
sicians for Social Responsibility; Pub-
lic Voice; and World Wildlife Fund.

This is not a bill of winners and los-
ers. It is a bill of winners. Industry
wins because it receives regulatory re-
lief and health and environmental pub-
lic interest groups win because impor-
tant health safeguards are guaranteed.
Most importantly, H.R. 1627 is a major
victory for common sense and for all
Americans.

This compromise is only possible be-
cause a lot of hard work has been done
by congressional staff and administra-
tion officials. And 1 want to commend
both industry and environmental
groups for their willingness to put
aside long-held positions and find com-
mon ground in this proposal.

Mr. Speaker, | do want to mention
that while this bill is originating in the
House, there has been an enormous
amount of work that has been done on
this legislation in the other body, and
I particularly want to single out the
work that has been done by Senators
KENNEDY, LEAHY, LUGAR, and KASSE-
BAUM. They have struggled with this
issue and we hope they will now, after
we pass this bill, join with us in put-
ting the finishing touches on the work
for which they have endeavored for so
many years.

Our colleagues deserve commenda-
tion, particularly Chairman BLILEY,
Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr. DINGELL and others
who will be addressing us.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

0O 1245

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from California  [Mr.
ConNDIT], the ranking member of the
subcommittee.

(Mr. CONDIT asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. CONDIT. Mr. Speaker, this cul-
minates over a decade of work by many
Members of Congress, and without
their leadership this would not be hap-
pening today. | want to single out a
few people: the gentleman from Kan-
sas, Chairman ROBERTS, the gentleman
from Virginia, Chairman BLILEY, the
gentleman from Texas, Mr. DE LA
GARzA, the gentleman from Michigan,
Mr. DINGELL, the gentleman from Cali-
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fornia, Mr. WAXMAN, and the gen-
tleman from Florida, Mr. BILIRAKIS.
Without their hard work, we could not
have accomplished what we are accom-
plishing here today.

I strongly believe that the resulting
legislation represents the best ap-
proach for needed reform in food safe-
ty. This action sends a strong message
that many Members of Congress are se-
rious about this essential reform and
we must not miss this opportunity to
move forward.

The Delaney Clause, while well-in-
tended 34 years ago, has become a prob-
lem that must be replaced by sound
science and negligible risk. H.R. 1627
will finally replace the inconsistent
standard that now governs pesticide
residue with a single modern standard
applied uniformly to pesticide residue
in all foods. We cannot tell farmers
that a minimum level of certain pes-
ticide residue is safe on fresh market
produce but not safe enough on such
products sent to be processed.

This is an historical day. A lot of
people have worked very hard, and I
am delighted and honored to be a part
of this solution.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. WALSH], a former member of
the House Committee on Agriculture, a
distinguished member of the Commit-
tee on Appropriations, and a gentleman
who has worked long and hard on the
Delaney Clause.

(Mr. WALSH asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, | would
like to just take a moment to con-
gratulate everyone, both sides of the
aisle, Republicans and Democrats,
chairmen and ranking members, who
worked to find a reasonable solution to
this problem. This is a problem that
the country, our producers, our proc-
essors, our consumers, it has bedeviled
them for a long, long time, and this ap-
proach to legislation is remarkable.
The result is remarkable. It is good for
everyone.

| carried the rider last year on the
Delaney Clause that would have pre-
vented the EPA from delicensing
chemicals that did not meet the stand-
ard that the court required them to
meet. That was a strong measure. We
backed away from that to provide some
pressure to the legislative process. The
Committee on Commerce responded,
and | think it is a terrific solution, and
I congratulate all of you.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from New
Mexico [Mr. RICHARDSON].

(Mr. RICHARDSON asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, we
do a lot of bills around here that never
are signed into law, but let me say that
here is one that will be because it is a
compromise.

Mr. Speaker, let me just say that, as
a member of the Commerce Commit-
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tee, this is the second major bill from
the Commerce Committee—I know Ag-
riculture has a major role—the first
one being telecommunications and now
this one, that is going to be signed into
law. Credit goes to the gentleman from
Virginia, Chairman BLILEY, the gen-
tleman from Texas, Mr. DE LA GARZA,
the gentleman from Kansas, Mr. RoB-
ERTS, the gentleman from California,
Mr. WAXMAN, and the gentleman from
Michigan, Mr. DINGELL.

I have been in Congress 14 years. We
started working on this bill, someone
said 10 years ago, | think the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. ConDIT]. It
seems to me the first year | was here
we started working, never could come
together, always major divisions. The
Delaney Clause is like an institution.
It is like a building that you cannot
take down.

It has been modified. It is a good
compromise and, Mr. Chairman, | com-
mend those that worked hard on this.
It shows that we can get something
done if we just work together and com-
promise and forget that there is an
election and a presidential election,
which | know is very difficult to do
these days. | do want to commend the
authors of this bill.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. TowNs].

Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, | would
like to begin by thanking the gen-
tleman from Virginia [Mr. BLILEY], the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. DIN-
GELL], the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
BILIRAKIS], and of course the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. WAXMAN],
and the majority and minority staff, as
well as the gentleman from Kansas
[Mr. RoBERTS], and of course the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. DE LA GARzA],
for their outstanding job in bringing us
to where we are today.

If we do not change the Delaney
Clause, fruits and vegetables will be-
come less abundant and poorer in qual-
ity. Consumers, particularly low-in-
come consumers, will not have access
to fruits and vegetables that are afford-
able and readily available. If we urge
Americans to improve their health by
changing their diets, then we must en-
sure that the elements of a healthy
diet, like fresh fruits and vegetables,
are both economical and available.

The measures before us today will en-
sure continued access by all Americans
to safe, abundant, and affordable foods.
The bipartisan support of H.R. 1627 has
resulted in a balanced approach to re-
form of the Delaney Clause in a very
positive way.

Mr. Speaker, | urge all my colleagues
to vote for this bill. Failure to do so
only harms the American consumers,
and | think that we do not want to
harm them, we want to help them. This
bill is help for them.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.
We have no further request for time on
this side.
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(Mr. ROBERTS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks and to include extraneous mate-
rial.)

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Speaker, | would
like to observe this: | would like to
thank the gentleman from California
[Mr. BROWN] very much for his very
kind comments. GEORGE BROWN has
provided more expertise on FIFRA
than perhaps any other Member.

The gentleman from Texas [Mr. DE LA
GARzA] mentioned the gentleman from
lowa, Mr. Berkley Bedell. I can remem-
ber well when we passed a FIFRA re-
form on the House side. It did not pass
the Senate. We had adjourned, and
Berkley Bedell had me in tow over on
the Senate side trying to find real live
Senators to try to get this done. So
this one is for Berkley.

I would like to also thank my staff.
There are no self-made men or women
in public office. It is your friends and
staff who make you what you are, more
especially Mr. Bill 0O’Conner, who
worked long and hard for Mr. Madigan
both when he was the ranking member
of the committee and the Secretary of
Agriculture.

I would like to mention Mr. Gary
Mitchell, who is our staff director, who
had the FIFRA responsibilities when |
was the ranking member of the sub-
committee.

And, more especially, Mr. Dale
Moore. Dale is a former rodeo rider,
and every time we let the FIFRA horse
out of the chute, we could not even
saddle him, let alone ride the full 10
seconds to finally get something done.
So in this particular case where it is a
rodeo of achievement, if you will, | es-
pecially want to thank Dale.

It is rare during an even-numbered
year when we have had great con-
troversy and strong differences of opin-
ion in this Congress, that we have a
situation where the gentleman from
Virginia, Tom BLILEY, the gentleman
from Florida, MIKE BILIRAKIS, and the
gentleman from Kansas, PAT ROBERTS,
stood with the gentleman from Texas,
KIKA DE LA GARZA, the gentleman from
Michigan, JOHN DINGELL, and the gen-
tleman from California, HENRY WAX-
MAN, representing the environmental
community, the agriculture commu-
nity, industry, and the administration.

We have done something and we are
proud of it. We have 55 different organi-
zations who have signed on with this
reform. It is good reform. It is the kind
of thing that we should do more of.

Mr. Speaker, | include for the
RECORD report language to accompany
H.R. 1627 regarding the use of reg-
istered pesticides to protect public
health and safety, and a letter from the
Environmental Protection Agency on
the same matter; as well as report lan-
guage developed to address a concern
related to the Endangered Species Act:

REPORT LANGUAGE TO ACCOMPANY H.R. 1627

USE OF REGISTERED PESTICIDES TO PROTECT

PUBLIC HEALTH AND SAFETY

The Committee is aware of the potential

for situations in which public health and
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safety may be compromised by efforts to pro-
tect endangered species. There are commer-
cial facilities which are part of this nation’s
food production and distribution system,
such as processing plants, warehouses, gro-
cery stores, restaurants, etc., which are lo-
cated in critical habitat areas where the use
of pest control tools may be prohibited or se-
verely restricted. While the Committee rec-
ognizes the importance of preventing the de-
struction of endangered species, it is con-
cerned that unwarranted actions to protect a
species could result in the unchecked spread
of rodent-, insect-, or other pest vector-borne
diseases that could pose serious threats to
consumer and food safety.

The Committee strongly believes that pre-
serving the safety and wholesomeness of this
nation’s food supply is paramount. Managers
of food processing and handling facilities,
and public health officials, must be able to
take the steps necessary to control pests
that may pose a threat to public health. The
managers of these facilities generally rely on
certified commercial applicators or persons
under their direct supervision who are
trained to apply rodenticides and other pes-
ticides in safe manner, which helps ensure
that these products are only used when and
where necessary.

One of the overriding goals of H.R. 1627 is
to eliminate the statutory and regulatory
paradoxes that inhibit the efficient, science-
based administration of FIFRA and the Fed-
eral Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act. The
Committee believes this goal should be con-
sidered when reforms to other statutes, such
as the Endangered Species Act, are under-
taken to make certain that the safety and
wholesomeness of a consumer’s food supply,
especially for infants and children, is ade-
quately protected.

The Committee recognizes this concern
can be addressed rationally in many cases
through the cooperative efforts of federal
and state regulatory officials, and is encour-
aged that federal and state agencies are ex-
amining this issue. For example, the Califor-
nia Environmental Protection Agency’s De-
partment of Pesticide Regulation states, “A
categorical exemption for food processing
plants and other industrial and institutional
use could probably be made with little, if
any, impact on listed species. In particular,
the use of toxicant inside of buildings or im-
mediately adjacent to buildings does not
seem to pose a hazard to listed species.””

The Committee expects the EPA to inves-
tigate this issue and any related situations
where competing regulatory actions by the
Agency, other federal agencies, or state
agencies pose a threat to consumers or the
U.S. food supply, and to act quickly to rem-
edy these situations. In addition, if the EPA
is unable to address the situation in an effi-
cient and fair manner, the Agency should
promptly notify this and any other commit-
tee of appropriate jurisdiction. If resolution
is prohibited because of competing or incon-
sistent provisions of law, the Committee also
expects the Agency to provide legislative
proposals that may be needed to ensure that
the Administrator has sufficient statutory
authority to address these situations in a
common sense, science-based manner.

U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION AGENCY,
Washington, DC, July 18, 1996.
Hon. PAT ROBERTS,
Chairman, Committee on Agriculture, House of
Representatives, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you for your
request regarding clarification of the effect
that endangered species protection measures
may have on the use of pesticides to control
pests in food processing or handling ware-
houses. We understand that some are con-
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cerned that endangered species protection
measures could inappropriately restrict,
within areas designated for the protection of
endangered species, use of certain pesticides.
Specifically, a concern was raised that use of
pesticides that are important to control
pests which may damage or contaminate
food items may be unduly limited by endan-
gered species protection measures in the
State of California.

We believe that the federal, state and local
agencies in California responsible for endan-
gered species protection recognized this con-
cern and have worked with all stakeholders
to appropriately resolve this situation. Fur-
thermore, the information available to us in-
dicates that pesticide labels and the state-
initiated endangered species plans do not un-
necessarily restrict responsible pesticide use
and do provide for both safe and effective use
of pesticides in these situations.

Obviously, we understand that controlling
pests in food storage and processing facili-
ties can be a significant public health con-
cern, and we will continue to work with the
appropriate state and federal officials to
make sure that important public health pro-
tection measures are not unnecessarily re-
stricted.

In addition, we stand ready to work with
you, members of your committee, and the
state, local and Federal authorities to re-
solve legitimate concerns that may arise re-
garding this issue. Please let me know if I
may be of further assistance.

Sincerely,
LYNN R. GOLDMAN, M.D.,
Assistant Administrator.

Foob CHAIN COALITION,
July 23, 1996.
Hon. THOMAS J. BLILEY, Jr.,
House of Representatives, Rayburn House Office
Building, Washington, DC.

DEAR CONGRESSMAN BLILEY: Last week,
representatives of the Administration, indus-
try and the environmental community
reached compromise agreement on H.R. 1627,
“The Food Quality Protection Act,” after
several weeks of negotiations. This bill rep-
resents the best opportunity in a decade to
modernize the Delaney Clause and strength-
en our nation’s food laws.

The House of Representatives is expected
today to consider H.R. 1627, and the Senate
has indicated the intention to quickly follow
suit. As Americans working to produce, proc-
ess and market our nation’s food supply, we
urge your support for this critically impor-
tant bill.

There is virtually unanimous agreement
that an overhaul of the outdated Delaney
clause for pesticide residues is long overdue.
With the very limited number of legislative
days remaining this year, the need for action
to accomplish that objective is now more ur-
gent than ever.

EPA recently proposed disallowing the use
of five pesticides on a number of crops under
the Delaney Clause, even though the agency
has repeatedly stated its belief that those
pesticides pose no significant health risk to
consumers. By April 1997, EPA is due to de-
termine whether to disallow up to 40 addi-
tional uses; without corrective action, farm-
ers could lose the use of a number of safe and
effective crop protection tools that keep the
American food supply abundant and afford-
able.

The compromise version of “The Food
Quality Protection Act’” has received bipar-
tisan praise from both the House and Senate,
with key Republican and Democratic leaders
stating that it is their goal to see this legis-
lation signed into law by the President this
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year. We urge its prompt adoption by the
House.
Sincerely,

Agricultural Council of California; Agri
Bank; Agri-Mark, Inc.; Agway, Inc.; Amer-
ican Bakers Association; American Crystal
Sugar Company; American Farm Bureau
Federation; American Meat Institute; Amer-
ican Feed Industry Association; Apricot Pro-
ducers of California; and Atlantic Dairy Co-
operative.

Biscuit & Cracker Manufacturers Associa-
tion; Blue Diamond Growers; California To-
mato Growers Association, Inc.; California
Pear Growers; Chemical Specialties Manu-
facturers Association; Chocolate Manufac-
turers Association; Gold Kist, Inc.; Grocery
Manufacturers of America; and Growmark.

Harvest States; Independent Bakers Asso-
ciation; International Apple Institute; Inter-
national Dairy Foods Association; Kansas
Grain and Feed Association; Kraft Foods, In-
corporated; Land O’Lakes; Michigan Agri-
business Association; Milk Marketing Inc.;
National Agricultural Aviation Association;
and National Cattlemen’s Beef Association.

National Confectioners Association; Na-
tional Council of Farmer Cooperatives; Na-
tional Farmers Union; National Food Proc-
essors Association; National Grain and Feed
Association; National Grain Trade Council;
National Grange; National Grape Co-opera-
tive Association, Inc; National Pasta Asso-
ciation; and Nebraska Cooperative Council.

North American Export Grain Association;
Oklahoma Grain and Feed Association;
Produce Marketing Association; Pro-Fac Co-
operative; SF Services, Inc.; Snack Food As-
sociation; South Dakota Association of Co-
operatives; and Southern States Cooperative.

Tortilla Industry Association; USA Rice
Federation; United Fresh Fruit and Vegeta-
ble Association; Upstate Milk Cooperatives,
Inc.; Utah Council of Farmer Cooperatives;
and Wisconsin Agri-Service Association.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, in closing I want to
point out that what we are doing here
today is what the American people ex-
pect of us, to work out compromises,
not to go to any extreme but to look
for a middle ground. | want to particu-
larly thank the chairman of our com-
mittee, the gentleman from Virginia
[Mr. BLILEY], for this leadership, and
the gentleman from Florida [Mr. BiLI-
RAKIS], as the chairman of the sub-
committee.

We do have on occasion, a difference
of opinion. We have a different starting
point as we look at the role of govern-
ment; but they were good enough to
look at this as a practical matter, to
try to think through how we could
make a constructive proposal work so
that we could get an idea passed into
law.

I want to thank all the staff of our
committee, Howard Cohen, Eric
Berger, Kay Holcombe; Greg Dotson,
and Phil Schilirop; and the people in
the administration, as well, Lynn Gold-
man, Jim Aidala, Larry Elsworth, Bill
Schultz, and Phil Barnett.

I would point out that President
Clinton put this issue on the agenda
when he proposed that we do some-
thing on this very matter. The bill we
are sending to the Senate and then
hopefully on to him in many ways
tracks what he proposed and in many
ways improves and changes it.
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Mr. Speaker, we have a good bill. It
is a good compromise. The American
people should look upon this with
favor. | ask our colleagues, as well, to
give their support to it.

Mr. Speaker, | yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as | may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, let me add my com-
mendation to all of the staffs from the
committees, including the hard work
done by the members’ staff of the Agri-
culture Committee.

Mr. Speaker, when | became a sub-
committee chairman three decades
ago, the first major bill that was re-
ferred to our subcommittee was
FIFRA. | did not know what the word
stood for at that time, and | have
worked with FIFRA since then. As
Members know, | will not be returning
the next session of Congress, and |
think probably with this unanimity
and all this good will, that it may well
be the crown of my retirement that we
hopefully go through the Senate and
finish with a FIFRA bill as | leave this
Congress.

We worked diligently. There have
been many, many long hours of hard
work. There have been discussions,
heated and otherwise, but to arrive at
this point on a suspension calendar is
something worthy to be remembered.
It is historic, and | am so proud to have
been a small part of this endeavor. It
will be something that | can go home
with and point to with pride.

With that, | ask all of the Members
to give us their support and their vote
on this legislation.

Mr. BUYER. Mr. Speaker, the bill before us
today is long overdue. | am delighted that this
legislation has not only passed two House
committees but will pass the full House of
Representatives today. There have been times
that | never thought we would be able to get
to this point. Those in the agribusiness indus-
try know first hand what a truly historic agree-
ment this is. | applaud the Agriculture Commit-
tee and the Commerce Committee for com-
pleting action on this legislation and bringing it
to the floor of the House.

Mr. Speaker, almost 4 years ago, | formed
the Fifth District Agricultural and Rural Advi-
sory Committee. Made of those who daily
work in their agribusiness and farm commu-
nities, this committee listed reforms of the
Delany clause as one of their top concerns.
The efforts of the 104th Congress to bring
common sense to this matter without endan-
gering the supply of food in the United States
is to be commended.

H.R. 1627, the Federal Insecticide, Fun-
gicide, and Rodenticide Act [FIFRA], reforms
the outdated Delaney clause and allows sound
science to prevail. It offers a framework of
standards that allows the EPA the flexibility to
consider pertinent public health factors when
setting pesticide residue levels.

Mr. Speaker, most would agree that the
United States enjoys the safest food supply in
the world. The abundance and affordability is
in large part due to the prudent use of pest
control. Pesticides are necessary tools that
when used in a responsible manner contribute
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significantly to the health of individuals and the
environment. It is this bil, H.R. 1627, that
takes into consideration both the individual
and the environment.

Mr. Speaker, technology today makes zero
risk a much outdated policy. This legislation
provides a commonsense answer to ensuring
consumer access to a healthy, abundant, af-
fordable, and most importantly—a safe food
supply. | congratulate Mr. ROBERTS and Mr.
BLILEY on this historic agreement.

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Speaker, | rise in support
of H.R. 1627, the Pesticide Regulation Reform
Act. | want to congratulate my colleagues who
have worked so hard to produce a bill that
helps our farmers while protecting public safe-
ty, and has considered the concerns of
consumer and environmental groups as well.

Fixing the provision known as the Delaney
clause is important. When this provision was
written, only the largest percentages of car-
cinogens could be detected in the food supply.
With modern technology now being able to de-
tect trace quantities in the range of parts per
trillion and beyond, updating this law is critical.
EPA itself has tried to use a more workable,
scientific standard, but the courts have ruled
otherwise.

This legislation will help our farmers by
using less intrusive, modern standards. In
using more common-sense tolerance stand-
ards, we not only protect consumers, but may
reduce the cost to farmers of getting their
goods to market. This is also good for con-
sumers. In addition, the bill observes the spe-
cial needs of infants and children who may be
more susceptible to the presence of pesticides
in food.

Finally, the legislation achieves balance in
considering the benefits of risk analysis and
recognition of the public’s right of access to in-
formation on Government policy. Informed
consumers are happy consumers, and this bill
gives badly needed aid to our farmers while
helping to keep consumers aware of changes
in agricultural regulations.

Mr. Speaker, America’s farmers have made
great sacrifices this year, not only in sharing
budget cuts but in widely accepting the re-
cently passed farm bill. This legislation is a
small step in recognizing the farmer’s contribu-
tion to a balanced budget and fiscal stability
for our country.

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, this Member
is concerned that H.R. 1627 did not include
even a modified version of a provision that
was included in the original House Agriculture
Committee bill per this Member's request,
which was subsequently deleted from this bill.

This Member has severe reservations and
regrets and faults the administration—specifi-
cally Environmental Protection Agency Admin-
istrator Carol Browner, Department of Agri-
culture Secretary Dan Glickman, and Depart-
ment of the Interior Secretary Bruce Babbitt—
which in a letter to the House Agriculture
Committee chairman, the distinguished gen-
tleman from Kansas [Mr. ROBERTS], attempted
to intimidate the committee into deleting this
Member's modified provision. This Member
protested this deletion strenuously and by all
legitimate means.

Specifically, this Member’s provision would
have allowed Indian tribes to enforce FIFRA
regulations for the entire area of a reservation
only if at least 50 percent of the lands in the
reservation are owned by the tribe or Indians.
This provision is needed to address legitimate
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concerns raised by non-Indian landowners
who own land within reservation boundaries.
Non-Indians own more than one-half of the
land in two Indian reservations within this
Member's congressional district. In fact on one
reservation in this Member’s district, non-Indi-
ans won about 84 percent of the land. This
provision is very important to constituents in
this Member's district to assure that the rela-
tions between members of Indian tribes and
non-Indians owning land within reservation
boundaries are not further exacerbated.

Where we have more than one-half of the
reservation owned by non-Indians—and the
one case mentioned previously where about
84 percent is owned by non-Indians—it is rea-
sonable that non-Indian lands have FIFRA en-
forcement by State government just as States
enforce FIFRA for the rest of the State. That
is what the language suggested by this Mem-
ber would have done. The way it is now, non-
Indian property owners will have enforcement
conducted by a governmental body—the tribal
council—for which they have absolutely no
role in electing. Many of the Member's con-
stituents have made it absolutely clear that
this regulation of private property by officials
employed by a tribal government will exacer-
bate Indian/non-Indian relations. This Mem-
ber’'s language would have avoided that prob-
lem by preserving the tribal council's role in
enforcing FIFRA regulation on Indian owned
or tribal lands on reservations if they own
more than 50 percent of the reservation land.

Mr. Speaker, nevertheless, the critical ad-
vances in this legislation, especially as they
relate to the Delaney clause, argue over-
whelmingly for the support of this legislation.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Speaker, today’'s
long-overdue passage of H.R. 1627, the Food
Quality Protection Act, is further evidence that
this Congress not only talks about regulatory
reform, but acts on it.

Food processors and farmers in my district
want to preserve the safety of our Nation's
food supply. They also recognize that our
technology has outgrown the regulatory de-
mands of the Delaney Clause. For decades,
they have urged Congress to update this law.
| am pleased that today we have.

| hope passage of H.R. 1627 will allow the
House to move forward in passing another re-
form bill that enjoys bipartisan support—H.R.
3338, the Antimicrobial Pesticide Registration
Reform Act.

This bill allows for a separate regulatory def-
inition for antimicrobial pesticides. Under cur-
rent conditions, the EPA treats
antimicrobials—substances like bleaches and
cleansers that Ilimit the growth of
microogranisms—Ilike more traditional pes-
ticides, even though their uses differ signifi-
cantly. This has caused unreasonable and un-
necessary delays in getting improved products
to market.

| urge the House to continue to demonstrate
its commitment to commonsense regulatory
reform by acting on H.R. 3338.

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, | rise in support of
H.R. 1627, a commonsense environmental
measure that is good for American consumers
and American farmers. The bill reforms the
out-of-date Delaney clause that was passed in
the 1950’s to protect the food supply from
cancer-causing products.

The bill before us actually strengthens the
objectives of the 1950’s law. It strengthens
regulations of raw food, while bringing balance
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to current standards for processed food. Why
do we need the changes in this bill? Well, in
the 1950's, testing equipment could detect
cancer-causing residues to the range of one
part per million. With today’'s testing equip-
ment, we can detect parts per trillion. What
does all that mean? That means with today’s
testing equipment, we can detect a glass of
beer in Lake Michigan. And since the 1950’'s
Delaney clause says that no traces of cancer-
causing residues can exist in the food supply,
and traces can be found in parts per trillion
now, the EPA simply cannot enforce this im-
possibly high standard.

Now that we can detect residues to such
minute levels, we have to give the EPA en-
forceable standards to protect our food supply.
And our bill does just that. We tell the EPA to
establish a reasonable certainty standard so
that it can take advantage of the latest sci-
entific advances to maintain our food safety,
while not being bound by those very advances
to impossible-to-enforce laws.

What will our bill result in? Safer and newer
pesticides for our farmers. Better harvests, be-
cause farmers will not be limited to, and be
forced to overuse, fewer pesticides to protect
their crops. Safer food for Americans, because
the EPA will finally have an enforceable food
safety law. | urge support for H.R. 1627.

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Speaker, |
yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HAYWORTH). The question is on the mo-
tion of the gentleman from Kansas [Mr.
ROBERTS] that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 1627, as
amended.

The question was taken.

Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Speaker, on that, |
demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 5, rule I, and the Chair’s
prior announcement, further proceed-
ings on this motion will be postponed.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on H.R. 1627, as amended.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Kansas?

There was no objection.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 5 of rule I, the pending
business is the question of the Speak-
er’s approval of the Journal of the last
day’s proceedings.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 5 of rule I, the Chair will
now put the question on each motion
to suspend the rules on which further
proceedings were postponed earlier
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today in the order in which that mo-
tion was entertained.

Votes will be taken in the following
order: H.R. 3564, as amended, by the
yeas and nays, and H.R. 1627, as amend-
ed, by the yeas and nays.

The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes
the time for any electronic vote after
the first such vote in this series.

NATO ENLARGEMENT
FACILITATION ACT OF 1996

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
pending business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and passing the bill,
H.R. 3564.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
GILMAN] that the House suspend the
rule and pass the bill, H.R. 3564, on
which the yeas and nays are ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 353, nays 65,
not voting 15, as follows:

[Roll No. 338]
YEAS—353

Ackerman Clyburn Geren
Allard Coble Gibbons
Andrews Coleman Gilchrest
Archer Collins (MI) Gillmor
Armey Combest Gilman
Bachus Condit Gonzalez
Baesler Costello Goodlatte
Baker (CA) Cox Goodling
Baker (LA) Coyne Gordon
Baldacci Cramer Goss
Ballenger Crane Graham
Barcia Cremeans Green (TX)
Barrett (NE) Cummings Greene (UT)
Barrett (WI) Cunningham Greenwood
Bartlett Davis Gunderson
Barton de la Garza Gutierrez
Bass DelLauro Gutknecht
Bateman DelLay Hall (OH)
Becerra Deutsch Hall (TX)
Bentsen Diaz-Balart Hamilton
Bereuter Dickey Hansen
Bevill Dicks Harman
Bilbray Dingell Hastert
Bilirakis Dixon Hastings (FL)
Bishop Doggett Hastings (WA)
Bliley Dooley Hayes
Blumenauer Doolittle Hayworth
Blute Dornan Hefley
Boehlert Doyle Hefner
Boehner Dreier Heineman
Bonilla Dunn Herger
Bonior Durbin Hilliard
Borski Edwards Hinchey
Boucher Ehlers Hobson
Brewster Ehrlich Hoekstra
Browder Engel Hoke
Brown (CA) English Holden
Brown (FL) Eshoo Horn
Brown (OH) Evans Hostettler
Brownback Ewing Houghton
Bryant (TN) Farr Hoyer
Bunn Fawell Hunter
Bunning Fields (TX) Hyde
Burr Flake Inglis
Burton Flanagan Istook
Callahan Foglietta Jackson (IL)
Calvert Foley Jackson-Lee
Camp Forbes (TX)
Campbell Fowler Jefferson
Canady Fox Johnson (CT)
Cardin Frank (MA) Johnson (SD)
Castle Franks (CT) Johnson, E. B.
Chabot Franks (NJ) Johnson, Sam
Chambliss Frelinghuysen Jones
Chapman Frisa Kanjorski
Christensen Frost Kaptur
Chrysler Gallegly Kasich
Clay Ganske Kelly
Clayton Gejdenson Kennedy (MA)
Clement Gekas Kennedy (RI)
Clinger Gephardt Kennelly



H8148

Kildee Morella Shuster
Kim Murtha Skaggs
King Myers Skeen
Kingston Myrick Skelton
Kleczka Nadler Slaughter
Klink Neal Smith (MI)
Klug Nethercutt Smith (NJ)
Knollenberg Ney Smith (TX)
Kolbe Nussle Smith (WA)
LaFalce Oberstar Solomon
Lantos Obey Spence
Largent Olver Stearns
Latham Ortiz Stenholm
LaTourette Orton Stokes
Lazio Owens Studds
Leach Oxley Stupak
Levin Packard Talent
Lewis (CA) Pallone Tate
Lewis (GA) Parker Tauzin
Lewis (KY) Pastor Taylor (MS)
Lightfoot Paxon Taylor (NC)
Linder Payne (NJ) Tejeda
Lipinski Payne (VA) Thomas
Livingston Pelosi Thompson
LoBiondo Peterson (FL) Thornberry
Lofgren Pomeroy Thornton
Longley Porter Thurman
Lowey Portman Tiahrt
Lucas Pryce Torkildsen
Luther Quillen Torres
Maloney Quinn Towns
Manton Radanovich Upton
Manzullo Ramstad Velazquez
Martinez Reed Vento
Martini Regula Visclosky
Mascara Richardson Volkmer
McCarthy Riggs Vucanovich
McCollum Rivers Walker
McCrery Roberts Walsh
McHale Roemer Wamp
Mclnnis Rogers Ward
Mclntosh Ros-Lehtinen Waters
McKeon Rose Watts (OK)
McNulty Roth Waxman
Meehan Roukema Weldon (FL)
Meek Roybal-Allard Weldon (PA)
Menendez Royce Weller
Metcalf Rush White
Meyers Sabo Whitfield
Mica Salmon Wicker
Millender- Sawyer Wise

McDonald Schaefer Woolsey
Miller (FL) Schiff Wynn
Moakley Schumer Young (AK)
Molinari Scott Zeliff
Mollohan Serrano Zimmer
Montgomery Shaw
Moorhead Shays

NAY S—65
Abercrombie Hancock Rahall
Barr Hilleary Rohrabacher
Beilenson Hutchinson Sanders
Bryant (TX) Jacobs Sanford
Buyer Johnston Scarborough
Chenoweth LaHood Schroeder
Coburn Laughlin Seastrand
Collins (GA) Markey Sensenbrenner
Conyers McDermott Shadegg
Cooley McHugh Sisisky
Crapo McKinney Souder
Cubin Miller (CA) Spratt
Danner Minge Stark
Deal Mink Stockman
DeFazio Moran Stump
Dellums Neumann Tanner
Duncan Norwood Traficant
Ensign Peterson (MN) Watt (NC)
Everett Petri Williams
Filner Pickett Wolf
Funderburk Pombo Yates
Furse Poshard
NOT VOTING—15
Berman Fields (LA) Rangel
Bono Ford Saxton
Collins (IL) Lincoln Torricelli
Fattah Matsui Wilson
Fazio McDade Young (FL)
0 1321

Mr. NORWOOD, Mr. RAHALL, Mrs.
CHENOWETH, and Messrs. BUYER,
CRAPO, DELLUMS, STOCKMAN,

SANDERS, TRAFICANT, EVERETT,
SPRATT, BRYANT of Texas, MILLER
of California, MARKEY, and STARK
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changed their vote from
“nay.”

Mr. MCcINNIS changed his vote from
“nay’’ to ‘“‘yea.”’

So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the bill, as amended, was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

yea’” to

FOOD QUALITY PROTECTION ACT
OF 1996

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HAYWORTH). The pending business is
question of suspending the rules and
passing the bill, H.R. 1627, as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. RoB-
ERTS] that the House suspend the rules
and pass the bill, H.R. 1627, as amend-
ed, on which the yeas and nays are or-
dered.

This is a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 417, nays 0,
not voting 16, as follows:

[Roll No. 339]

YEAS—417
Abercrombie Canady Edwards
Ackerman Cardin Ehlers
Allard Castle Ehrlich
Andrews Chabot Engel
Archer Chambliss English
Armey Chapman Ensign
Bachus Chenoweth Eshoo
Baesler Christensen Evans
Baker (CA) Chrysler Everett
Baker (LA) Clay Ewing
Baldacci Clayton Farr
Ballenger Clement Fawell
Barcia Clinger Fields (TX)
Barr Clyburn Filner
Barrett (NE) Coble Flake
Barrett (WI) Coburn Flanagan
Bartlett Coleman Foglietta
Barton Collins (GA) Foley
Bass Collins (MI) Forbes
Bateman Combest Fowler
Becerra Condit Fox
Beilenson Conyers Frank (MA)
Bentsen Cooley Franks (CT)
Bereuter Costello Franks (NJ)
Berman Cox Frelinghuysen
Bevill Coyne Frisa
Bilbray Cramer Frost
Bilirakis Crane Funderburk
Bishop Crapo Furse
Bliley Cremeans Gallegly
Blumenauer Cubin Ganske
Blute Cummings Gejdenson
Boehlert Cunningham Gekas
Boehner Danner Gephardt
Bonilla Davis Geren
Bonior de la Garza Gibbons
Bono Deal Gilchrest
Borski DeFazio Gillmor
Boucher DelLauro Gilman
Brewster DelLay Gonzalez
Browder Dellums Goodlatte
Brown (CA) Deutsch Goodling
Brown (FL) Diaz-Balart Gordon
Brown (OH) Dickey Goss
Brownback Dicks Graham
Bryant (TN) Dingell Green (TX)
Bryant (TX) Dixon Greene (UT)
Bunn Doggett Greenwood
Bunning Dooley Gunderson
Burr Doolittle Gutierrez
Burton Dornan Gutknecht
Buyer Doyle Hall (OH)
Callahan Dreier Hall (TX)
Calvert Duncan Hamilton
Camp Dunn Hancock
Campbell Durbin Hansen
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Harman McDermott Salmon
Hastert McHale Sanders
Hastings (FL) McHugh Sanford
Hastings (WA) Mclnnis Sawyer
Hayes Mclntosh Scarborough
Hayworth McKeon Schaefer
Hefley McKinney Schiff
Hefner McNulty Schroeder
Heineman Meehan Schumer
Herger Meek Scott
Hilleary Menendez Seastrand
Hilliard Metcalf Sensenbrenner
Hinchey Meyers Serrano
Hobson Mica Shadegg
Hoekstra Millender- Shaw
Hoke McDonald Shays
Holden Miller (CA) Shuster
Horn Miller (FL) Sisisky
Hostettler Minge Skaggs
Houghton Mink Skeen
Hoyer Moakley Skelton
Hunter Molinari Slaughter
Hutchinson Mollohan Smith (MI)
Hyde Montgomery Smith (NJ)
Inglis Moorhead Smith (TX)
Istook Moran Smith (WA)
Jackson (IL) Morella Solomon
Jackson-Lee Murtha Souder

(TX) Myers Spence
Jacobs Myrick Spratt
Jefferson Nadler Stark
Johnson (CT) Neal Stearns
Johnson (SD) Nethercutt Stenholm
Johnson, E. B. Neumann Stockman
Johnson, Sam Ney Stokes
Johnston Norwood Studds
Jones Nussle Stump
Kanjorski Oberstar Stupak
Kaptur Obey Talent
Kasich Olver Tanner
Kelly Ortiz Tate
Kennedy (MA) Orton Tauzin
Kennedy (RI) Owens Taylor (MS)
Kennelly Oxley Taylor (NC)
Kildee Packard Tejeda
Kim Pallone Thomas
King Parker Thompson
Kingston Pastor Thornberry
Kleczka Paxon Thornton
Klink Payne (NJ) Thurman
Klug Payne (VA) Tiahrt
Knollenberg Pelosi Torkildsen
Kolbe Peterson (FL) Torres
LaFalce Peterson (MN) Towns
LaHood Petri Traficant
Lantos Pickett Upton
Largent Pombo Velazquez
Latham Pomeroy Vento
LaTourette Porter Visclosky
Lazio Portman Vucanovich
Leach Poshard Walker
Levin Pryce Walsh
Lewis (GA) Quillen Wamp
Lewis (KY) Quinn Ward
Lightfoot Radanovich Waters
Linder Rahall Watt (NC)
Lipinski Ramstad Watts (OK)
Livingston Reed Waxman
LoBiondo Regula Weldon (FL)
Lofgren Richardson Weldon (PA)
Longley Riggs Weller
Lowey Rivers White
Lucas Roberts Whitfield
Luther Roemer Wicker
Maloney Rogers Williams
Manton Rohrabacher Wise
Manzullo Ros-Lehtinen Wolf
Markey Rose Woolsey
Martinez Roth Wynn
Martini Roukema Yates
Mascara Roybal-Allard Young (AK)
McCarthy Royce Zeliff
McCollum Rush Zimmer
McCrery Sabo

NOT VOTING—16
Collins (IL) Lewis (CA) Torricelli
Fattah Lincoln Volkmer
Fazio Matsui Wilson
Fields (LA) McDade Young (FL)
Ford Rangel
Laughlin Saxton
0 1330

So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended, and
the bill, as amended, was passed.
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The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

COMMUNICATION FROM CHAIRMAN
OF COMMITTEE ON STANDARDS
OF OFFICIAL CONDUCT

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the chairman of the
Committee on Standards of Official
Conduct:

COMMITTEE ON STANDARDS OF
OFFICIAL CONDUCT,
Washington, DC, July 23, 1996.
Hon. NEWT GINGRICH,
The Speaker,
House of Representatives.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to 4(e)(2)(D)
of rule X, the gentleman from Washington,
Mr. McDERMOTT, has advised the Committee
by letter of his ineligibility to participate as
a member of the committee in a pending pro-
ceeding.

Sincerely,
NANCY L. JOHNSON,
Chairman.

DESIGNATION OF MR. STOKES TO
ACT AS MEMBER OF COMMITTEE
ON STANDARDS OF OFFICIAL
CONDUCT IN ANY PROCEEDING
RELATING TO MR. MCDERMOTT

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HAYWORTH). Pursuant to clause
4(e)(2)(D) of rule X, the Speaker pro
tempore, without objection, designates
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. STOKES]
to act as a member of the Committee
on Standards of Official Conduct in any
proceeding relating to the gentleman
from Washington (Mr. MCDERMOTT).

There was no objection.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
bill (H.R. 3814) making appropriations
for the Departments of Commerce, Jus-
tice, and State, the Judiciary, and re-
lated agencies for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 1997, and for other
purposes, and that | be permitted to in-
clude tables, charts, and other extra-
neous material.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Kentucky?

There was no objection.

DEPARTMENTS OF COMMERCE,
JUSTICE, AND STATE, THE JUDI-
CIARY, AND RELATED AGENCIES
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 1997

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 479 and rule
XXI11, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 3814.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 3814) mak-
ing appropriations for the Departments
of Commerce, Justice, and State, the
Judiciary, and related agencies for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1997,
and for other purposes, with Mr. GUN-
DERSON in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the bill is considered as having
been read the first time.

Under the rule, the gentleman from
Kentucky [Mr. RoOGERsS] and the gen-
tleman from West Virginia [Mr. MoL-
LOHAN] each will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Kentucky [Mr. ROGERS].

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Chairman, this $29.5 billion ap-
propriations bill for the Departments
of Commerce, Justice, State, the Judi-
ciary, and related agencies for fiscal
1997, opens a new chapter in our effort
to bring crime and drugs and our bor-
ders under control. It is a bill that puts
the Congress on record as being willing
to put the resources that are required
to restore safety to our neighborhoods
and make our citizens safe in their
homes and on their streets. It is a bill
that proposes funding to attack real
life problems that exist today.

Let me spell out what the problems
that are confronting our Nation are in
this arena, Mr. Chairman. One is drugs.

The administration is sending a giant
smokescreen to cover up its abject fail-
ure in the fight against drug use. All
we hear is that cigarette smoking is so
terrible and we have to wipe out this
scourge on America’s teenagers. They
do not talk about the real problem
with teenagers, and that is drugs, hard
drugs. They are not just bad; they Kill,
and they cause people to Kkill others.

Drugs: After a decade of decline since
1992, overall drug use is on the rise
again, and if my colleagues would no-
tice on the chart the farthest away,
prior to 1992 the number of Americans
using illicit drugs plunged from 24.7
million in 1979 to 11.5 million in 1992,
and the casual use of cocaine fell by 79
percent between 1985 and 1992. Over-
whelming evidence shows a sharp and
growing increase in drug use among
young people since 1992, as that chart
dramatically shows. Teenage drug use
has increased by 50 percent from 1992 to
1994, from 2.4 million teen drug users to
3.8 million.

Do my colleagues know what hap-
pened when that valley occurred in
those charts over there? That is when
the Clinton administration came in
and cleaned out the drug policy office
of the White House, and all of a sudden
teenage drug use skyrocketed and is
still doing so.

Now | turn my colleagues’ attention
to this chart nearest to me. Since 1992,
marijuana use by eighth graders has
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increased by 146 percent; among tenth
graders, by 123 percent; and today one
out of three high school seniors smoke
marijuana.

The new approach to drug policy an-
nounced in September 1993, which
promised to, ‘‘reinvent drug control
programs’ had the following effects:
purity of drugs is up; supply of drugs is
up; the cost of drugs is down. And we
can see by the chart the results in high
school marijuana use in our country.

This bill provides over $1 billion to
the Drug Enforcement Administration,
$173 million more than the current
year, a 20-percent increase, including a
major $75 million initiative on source
country interdiction, restoring the pol-
icy that existed before this administra-
tion abandoned efforts to block drugs
at the source, and $56 million to stop
drug trafficking on the Southwest bor-
der where 70 percent of the drugs in the
United States come into this country.
We are reigniting the war on drugs to
reverse the increase in drug use since
1992. That is problem 1: Drugs.

Problem 2: Our borders are still out
of control. The administration’s illegal
alien strategy is leaking like a sieve.
Illegal aliens are being caught and
then, because we do not have the space
to detain them, they are being re-
leased. INS first said they would deport
110,000 with the extra money we gave
them the last 2 years. Now they are
saying only 62,000 will be deported.
That is half of what they first said and
that is not acceptable. Seventy percent
of our drugs come in across the South-
west border, yet alien drug dealers are
being caught and released back across
the Southwest border because they do
not have the jail space to hold them for
trial.

Here is what we are going to do in
this bill. INS is funded at $2.2 billion,
$443 million more than the current
year, $30 million more than the Presi-
dent wants, a 26-percent increase over
the current year. We provide for 1,100
new border patrol agents compared
with 700 that the President has re-
quested of us. A $114 million increase
for removal of illegal aliens, $78 mil-
lion more than the President wanted,
including 2,700 more detention beds so
that illegal aliens can be held until
they are deported. We provide $405 mil-
lion for Federal prisoner detention,
$152 million more than the current
year. That is for jail space to jail ille-
gal alien drug smugglers until we can
try them and then deport them.

With this 26-percent increase we are
plugging the holes in the administra-
tion’s sieve that they call a border pol-
icy. That is problem 2.

Problem 3: Violence against women
and children. The administration is all
talk and no action. We gave them $175
million this year. Do my colleagues
know how much they have spent for vi-
olence against women? Guess. My col-
leagues you say 50 percent? No. Would
my colleagues say a tenth? No. They
have spent less than a half a million
dollars out of $175 million, and they
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have had the program for 2 years. It is
all talk, my colleagues, no action.

We provide $197.5 million for violence
against women, half a million dollars
more than they want, $22.5 million
more than the current year, and hope
that they will spend it because we can-
not spent it for them. They will have
to spend it in grants.

They talk about stopping violence
against women. We gave them the
money 2 years ago, and they sit on it.

Enough is enough. We do not want
talk, we want action. That is problem
3.

Problem 4: Juvenile crime. While
railing against teenagers smoking
cigarettes, this administration is let-
ting teens get by with murder and hard
drugs. Talk about a real smokescreen,
they really got one going here.

Let me show my colleagues by this
chart to my left.
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One of every five violent crimes is
now committed in this country by a ju-
venile. The FBI's report on crime
showed in 1994, 17 percent of all mur-
ders were committed by juveniles.
Fifth-five percent of all arsons, 36 per-
cent of all burglaries, 16 percent of ag-
gravated assaults in 1995 were commit-
ted by juveniles.

In addition to the $150 million in ju-
venile justice, we provide a $30.5 mil-
lion incentive under the COPS Pro-
gram to States that treat 14-year-olds
as adults if they commit serious vio-
lent crimes. It is time to fight fire with
fire on kids who choose violence. We
provide $1.4 billion for the administra-
tion’s COPS Programs and $571 million
for the local law enforcement block
grant, $68 million over the current
year. We provide $560 million for the
Byrne grants for locals to use. That is
a $25 million increase.

All Federal law enforcement agen-
cies—the FBI and the DEA—all the
Federal law enforcement agencies are
above what the President requested of
us.
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Overall for the Justice Department,
we provide $16.3 billion for Department
of Justice law enforcement programs, a
$1.6 billion increase over the current
year, an ll-percent increase. For the
Judiciary, we provide an increase of
$177 million up 5.8 percent, and we have
provided for all of these increases by
scraping the bottom of the barrel in
other agencies. We had no choice.

In Commerce, we provide $3.5 billion
for Commerce, down $120 million. We
provide $110.5 million for the advanced
technology program, half the 1996 level,
to provide continuation grants for
small businesses, not to subsidize For-
tune 500 companies, which they are
doing now. We increase the Census for
the year 2000 census by $55 million, and
we preserve trade promotion and basic
science R&D in the Commerce Depart-
ment.

In the State, USIA, and Arms Control
Disarmament Agency Chapter, we are
under $5 billion, down $128 million from
1996. We include $50 million for pay-
ment of U.N. peacekeeping arrearages
conditioned on U.N. reform.

Mr. Chairman, with regard to the ongoing
U.N.-sponsored negotiations on global climate
change, | understand that the United States
has agreed to negotiate a protocol or other
legal instrument in 1997 which may set quan-
tified limitation and reduction objectives for
greenhouse gas emissions effective after the
year 2000. These negotiations take place
under the auspices of the 1992 Framework
Convention on Climate Change, which re-
quires that any proposed protocol or amend-
ment to the convention be communicated to
parties to the convention at least 6 months
prior to proposed adoption. Because of the im-
pact such proposals could have on U.S. com-
panies and workers, the State Department and
other U.S. Government agencies should fully
analyze the economic impact of any proposal
to set binding limits and timetables before
adopting a U.S. negotiating position.

We fund the Legal Services Corpora-
tion at $141 million. The Committee on
Appropriations has been required to
act without the benefit of needed au-
thorization legislation that should be
passed that we set the policy of how
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this House and this Congress want to
assure access to legal services by poor
people. We are providing a level of
funding in this bill that will permit the
current system to remain in place at
reduced levels, to spur policy decisions
on that issue that are not within the
jurisdiction of our committee.

Funding is terminated for several
smaller organizations, as we try to
tighten our belt wherever we can.

In summary, Mr. Chairman, | want to
thank my ranking member, the gen-
tleman from West Virginia, Mr. MoLLoO-
HAN, who has been very, very helpful in
this process, a true partner in drawing
this bill, making the tough decisions;
the gentleman from Louisiana, BoB
LIVINGSTON, the chairman of the full
committee and a stalwart when it
came to providing funding necessary in
this bill; the ranking member, the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin, Mr. OBEY, who
has been helpful; and, of course, all of
the hard-working members of this sub-
committee. We have some of the best
in this body. | thank them for all of
their work.

Overall, the Commerce, Justice,
State appropriations bill opens a new
chapter in our effort to bring crime,
drugs, and borders under control. We
set priorities, we make tough deci-
sions, and we reduce spending on low-
priority programs. We assert leadership
to reignite the war on drugs, to make
up for the Administration that has
been woefully lacking on this issue. It
plugs the holes in our borders by assur-
ing we not only apprehend illegal im-
migrants and drug traffickers, we in-
carcerate and deport them. We put our
priorities where they belong: in fight-
ing the war on crime and protecting
our citizens in their homes across this
great country.

| urge our colleagues to support this
bill. It is one that | think they can
proudly support. | certainly urge them
to do so.

Mr. Chairman, 1 include for the
RECORD the following information:
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LEPARTMENTS OF COMMERCE, JUSTICE, AND STATE, THE JUDICIARY, AND RELATED AGENCIES
APPROPRIATIONS BILL, 1997 (H.R. 3814)

FY 1968 FY 1997 Bill compared with Bill compared with
Enacted Estimat Bill Enacted Esti
TITLE | - DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
General Administration
Salaries and exp 1/ 74,181,000 83,256,000 71,483,000 -2,688,000 -11,763,000
C rism fund 16,898,000 9,688,000 9,450,000 7,448,000 -238,000
Administrative review and appeals:
Direct appropriati 38,791,000 73,411,000 64,000,000 +25,209,000 9,411,000
Crime trust fund 47,780,000 52,847,000 48,000,000 +220,000 -4,847,000
Total, Administrative review and appeal: 86,571,000 126,258,000 112,000,000 +25,429,000 -14,258,000
Office of inspector General 28,960,000 51,848,000 31,860,000 +3,000,000 -19,9889,000
Total, General administration 208,610,000 271,151,000 224,903,000 +18,293,000 -46,248,000
Appropriati (158,830,000) (218,304,000} (176,803,000) (+18,073,000) {-41,401,000)
Crime trust fund (47,780,000) (52,847,000} (48,000,000) {+220,000) {-4,847,000)
United States Parole Commission
Salaries and exper 5,446,000 5,201,000 4,480,000 -956,000 -711,000
Legal Activities
General legal activities:
Direct appropriation 401,929,000 450,277,000 420,793,000 +18,864,000 -20,484,000
By fer) (12,000,000) {-12,000,000)
Crime trust fund 7,591,000 7,750,000 7,750,000 +159,000
Total, General legal activities (421,520,000) (458,027,000} (428,543,000} {+7,023,000} (-29,484,000)
Vaccine injury compensation trust fund 4,028,000 4,028,000 4,028,000
Independent counsel (permanent, indefinite)........coeeveeerersrrernnensenne 2,884,000 3,000,000 3,000,000 +116,000
Antitrust Division 85,074,000 84,336,000 84,336,000 738,000
Offsetting fee collections - carryover -19,360,000  .ccvrcnccececsrnssnsenasisenns -7,888,000 +11,471,000
Offsetting fee collections - CUIMENt Year.........vevecervarisrerersesererensases -48,262,000 -58,905,000 -58,905,000 -10,643,000
Direct appropriation 17,452,000 25,431,000 17,542,000 +90,000
United States Attorneys:
Direct appropriation 894,346,000 949,279,000 931,029,000 +36,683,000 -18,250,000
Crime trust fund 30,000,000 44,409,000 43,876,000 +13,876,000 -533,000
Total, United States Attorneys 924,348,000 993,688,000 974,905,000 +50,559,000 -18,783,000
United States Trustee System Fund 102,272,000 111,633,000 107,850,000 +5,678,000 -3,683,000
Offsetting fee collections -44,191,000 49,869,000 -49,869,000 5,878,000  ..cirverireerirsnreserssennesnane
Direct approp 58,081,000 61,764,000 58,081,000
Foreign Claims Settlement Commission 820,000 878,000 878,000
United States Marshals Service:
Direct appropriation 422,684,000 489,562,000 460,214,000
Crime trust fund 25,000,000 25,477,000 25,000,000
Total, United States Marshals Service .... 447,684,000 515,039,000 485,214,000 +37,530,000
Federal Prisoner Detention 252,820,000 405,262,000 405,262,000 +152,442,000
(Prior year carryover) (33,511,000) {-33,511,000)
(By transfer) (9,000,000} {-9,000,000)
Total, Federal prisoner detention (285,331,000} (405,262,000) (405,262,000} (+109,931,000)  coorvrierenreninerirrnnersnansnes
Fees and expenses of witnesses 85,000,000 100,702,000 100,702,000 +15,702,000  ..oviiisnrmnensncsnsansersnsiaiane
Alternative dispute resolution 2,000,000 -2,000,000
Total, Fees and expenses of witr 85,000,000 102,702,000 100,702,000 +15,702,000 -2,000,000
Community Relations Service 5,319,000 5,502,000 5,319,000  ....ccnvirennrnnresnnsnsnnane -183,000
Assets forfeiture fund 29,487,000 30,000,000 30,000,000 +513,000  .cccinncnnnsnnsissnsnenees
Total, Legal activities 2,237,450,000 2,605,321,000 2,513,474,000 +276,024,000 -91,847,000
Appropriations (2,174,859,000) (2,527,685,000) (2,436,848,000) {+261,989,000} (-90,837,000}
Crime trust fund (62,591,000) (77,636,000) (76,626,000) {+14,035,000) {-1,010,000}
Radiation Exposure Compensation
Administrative expenses 2,655,000 2,000,000 2,000,000 -655,000
Payment to radiation exposure compensation trust fund. 13,736,000 13,736,000 +13,736,000
Advance appropriation 16,264,000 -16,264,000
Total, Radiation Exposure Compensation ............cueeeoen 18,919,000 15,736,000 15,736,000 -3,183,000
interagency Law Enforcement
Interagency crime and drug enforcement 359,430,000 372,017,000 372,017,000 +12,587,000  cooeeinnnrrernernenansens
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DEPARTMENTS OF COMMERCE, JUSTICE, AND STATE, THE JUDICIARY, AND RELATED AGENCIES

APPROPRIATIONS BILL, 1997 (H.R. 3814)—Continued

FY 1996 FY 1997 Bill compared with Bill compared with
Enacted Estimate Bilt Enacted E: it
Federal Bureau of Investigation
Salaries and exp 1/ 1,999,539,000 2,361,838,000 2,327,225,000 +327,686,000 34,613,000
transfer) (22,000,000) (-22,000,000)  .eocrrrnenannae sressecrensentessenns
Counterintelligence and national SECUMLY .........cceeveiveiecrscrsersorsessnenss 102,345,000 102,345,000 117,081,000 +14,736,000 +14,736,000
FBI Fingerprint identification 84,400,000 84,400,000 84,400,000
Subtotal (2,208,284,000) (2,548,583,000) {2,528,706,000) (+320,422,000) {-19,877,000)
Crime trust fund 218,300,000 133,123,000 153,000,000 65,300,000 +18,877,000
Telephone carrier pli 100,000,000 100,000,000
Construction 97,574,000 55,676,000 55,876,000 -41,898,000
Total, Federal Bureau of | igati 2,502,158,000 2,837,382,000 2,737,382,000 +235,224,000 -100,000,000
Appropriations (2,283,858,000) {2,704,259,000) (2,584,382,000) (+300,524,000) (-119,877,000)
Crime trust fund (218,300,000) {133,123,000) (153,000,000) (-65,300,000) (+19,877,000)
Drug Enforcement Administration
Salaries and exper 796,315,000 870,862,000 785,862,000 +10,453,000 -85,000,000
Diversion control fund -47,241,000 52,824,000 -52,824,000 5,583,000  .occisiiieninnneisnninsssessasenans
Direct appropriation 749,074,000 818,038,000 733,038,000 -16,036,000 -85,000,000
Crime trust fund 60,000,000 138,000,000 172,000,000 +112,000,000 +34,000,000
Transfer from Office of Justice Programs 71,000,000 +71,000,000 +71,000,000
Total, Drug Enf: it Administration 809,074,000 956,038,000 976,038,000 +166,964,000 +20,000,000
Immigration and Naturalization Service
Salaries and expenses:
Direct appropriation 1,383,084,000 1,683,914,000 1,667,614,000 +274,550,000 -16,300,000
Border Patrol:
Direct appropriation ( ) (506,800,000) (-506,800,000)
Crime trust fund ( rk) {75,765,000) (-75,765,000)
Subtotal, Border patrol (582,565,000} {-582,565,000)
Immigration initiative (crime trust fund) 316,198,000 458,168,000 500,168,000 +183,970,000
Subtotal, Direct and crime trust fund (1,708,262,000) (2,142,082,000) (2,167,782,000) {+458,520,000) {+:25,700,000)
Fee accounts:
Immigration iegalization fund (1,821,000} (1,893,000) (1,883,000) (+72,000)
Immigration user fee (358,187,000) (388,664,000) (388,664,000} (+32,477,000)
Land border inspection fund (6,960,000) (11,054,000} (11,054,000) (+5,094,000)
Immigration examinations fund (439,550,000) (511,061,000} (511,081,000) (+71,511,000)
Cuban/Haitian resettiement (examinations fund) ..........coeceeuens (10,057,000) (-10,057,000)
Breached bond fund. (6,351,000) (6,613,000} (8,613,000) (+262,000)
Subtotal, Fee accounts. (819,926,000) (919,285,000} (919,285,000) (+99,359,000)
Construction 24,960,000 5,541,000 9,841,000 -15,118,000 +4,300,000
Total, Immigration and Naturalization Service ............ceereereereerenr (2,554,148,000) (3,068,908,000) (3,006,908,000) (+542,760,000) {+30,000,000)
Appropriations {1,418,024,000) (1,689,455,000) (1,677,455,000) (+259,431,000) {-12,000,000)
Crime trust fund (318,198,000) (458,168,000) (500,168,000) (+183,970,000) (+42,000,000)
({Fee accounts) (819,926,000) (919,285,000) (919,285,000) (+99,359,000)
Federal Prison System
Salaries and exper 2,611,143,000 2,887,816,000 2,858,316,000 +247,173,000 -29,500,000
Prior year carryover. -47,000,000  .oooeerinrernnenenacasannene -40,500,000 +8,500,000 -40,500,000
Direct appropriation 2,564,143,000 2,887,816,000 2,817,816,000 +253,673,000 70,000,000
Crime trust fund 13,500,000 25,224,000 25,224,000 +11,724,000
Total, Salaries and exper 2,577,643,000 2,913,040,000 2,843,040,000 +265,397,000 70,000,000
Buildings and facilities 334,728,000 285,700,000 385,700,000 +60,872,000 +100,000,000
Federal Prison Industries, incorporated {limitation on
administrative expenses) (2,861,000} {3,740,000) (3,042,000) (+181,000) (-698,000)
Total, Federal Prison Syst 2,912,371,000 3,208,740,000 3,238,740,000 +326,369,000 +30,000,000
Office of Justice Programs
Justice Assistance:
Direct appropriation 99,853,000 117,797,000 100,000,000 +147,000 -17,797,000
State and local law enforcement assistance:
Direct appropriations:
Byme grants (discretionary) 60,000,000 60,000,000  ..ocoeinenisinsesernsnsnsinnne +60,000,000
Byme grants (formula) 328,000,000 ... . 255,000,000 73,000,000 +255,000,000
Weed and seed fund {earmark) {28,500,000) (28,500,000} {28,500,000)
Subtotal, Direct appropriations 388,000,000  ...coontenntennienesninennan 315,000,000 73,000,000 +315,000,000
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GCEPARTMENTS OF COMMERCE, JUSTICE, AND STATE, THE JUDICIARY, AND RELATED AGENCIES
APPROPRIATIONS BILL, 1997 (H.R. 3814)—Continued

FY 1908 FY 1997 Bill compared with Bin oompared with
Enacted Esti Bill En::{ed Estimat
Crime trust fund:
Byrne grants {formula) 147,000,000 535,000,000 245,000,000 +98,000,000 -280,000,000
Community policing 1,399,980,000 1,950,000,000 1,400,000,000 +20,000 550,000,000
Transfer to State and local task forces/DEA -71,000,000 71,000,000 71,000,000
Youth viok initiative ( ) (30,500,000) (+30,500,000) (+30,500,000)
Law enforcement scholarship prog 10,000,000 -10,000,000
Police recruitment grants. 1,155,000 -1,155,000
Police corps (direct) 15,000,000 -15,000,000
Police corps (¢ ) (10,000,000} (10,000,000} ........ sseestssssnsainenens {+10,000,000)
Local law enf 1t block grant. 503,000,000 571,000,000 +68,000,000 +571,000,000
Drug courts (direct) -100,000,000
Drug courts { rk) (18,000,000}  coreerrerincennscaninnnaseriees (18,000,000) ... {+18,000,000)
Boys and Girls clubs { rk) (11,000,000} (-11,000,000)
D.C. Police {¢ rk) (15,000,000) (-15,000,000}
Upgrade criminal history d: 25,000,000 50,000,000 50,000,000 +25,000,000
State prison grants 617,500,000 630,000,000 680,000,000 +62,500,000
State criminal alien assist prog 300,000,000 330,000,000 330,000,000 +30,000,000
State courts assistance 28,000,000 5,000,000 +5,000,000
Violence Against W grants 2/ 174,500,000 196,500,000 196,500,000 +22,000,000
State prison drug treatment 2/ 27,000,000 38,000,000 35,000,000 +8,000,000
Other crime control prog 13,600,000 18,605,000 7,400,000 6,200,000
Subtotal, Crime trust fund 3,207,580,000 3,900,260,000 3,448,800,000 +241,320,000
Total, State and local law enf t 3,595,580,000 3,800,260,000 3,763,800,000 + 168,320,000
Juvenile justice prog 148,500,000 149,500,000 149,500,000 +1,000,000
Public safety officers benefits program:
Death benefits 28,474,000 30,126,000 30,126,000 +1,6852,000
Disability benefits. 2,134,000 2,200,000 2,200,000 466,000
Total, Office of Justice Prog 3,874,541,000 4,199,883,000 4,045,726,000 +171,185,000 -154,157,000
Appropriations (666,961,000) (299,623,000) (596,826,000) (-70,135,000) (+297,203,000)
Crime trust fund (3,207,580,000) (3,900,260,000) (3,448,900,000) (+241,320,000) (-451,380,000)
Total, title |, Department of Justice 14,660,221,000 16,619,092,000 18,306,128,000 +1,645,908,000 -312,963,000
Appropriations {10,734,272,000) (11,833,834,000) (11,811,211,000) (+1,076,939,000) (-22,623,000)
Crime trust fund (3,925,949,000) (4,785,258,000) (4,494,918,000) {+568,969,000) (-280,340,000)
(Limi » on admir expenses) (2,861,000) {3,740,000) (3,042,000) (+181,000) (-698,000)

TITLE Hl - DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
AND RELATED AGENCIES

TRADE AND INFRASTRUCTURE DEVELOPMENT
Office of the United States Trade Representative

Salaries and exper 20,862,000 21,449,000 21,449,000 +587,000  .oceeerinnnsaesnnnenens -
international Trade Commission

Salaries and exper 39,954,000 41,707,000 40,000,000 +46,000 -1,707,000

Total, Related agencies 60,816,000 63,158,000 61,449,000 +633,000 1,707,000
International Trade Administration

Operations and administration 264,885,000 268,277,000 272,000,000 +7,115,000 +3,723,000

Export Administration
Operations and administration 38,604,000 43,651,000 38,804,000  ..cvcreenenersasrirens sasnnanen -5,047,000

P

Economic D pment Admini; )

Economic development assistance prog 328,500,000 333,500,000 328,500,000
Emergency appropriations (P.L. 104-134) 18,000,000

Salaries and expenses. 20,000,000 20,036,000 20,000,000

Total, Economic Devel 1t Administrati 366,500,000 353,536,000 348,500,000

P

Minority Business Development Agency

Minority business develop it 32,000,000 34,021,000 28,000,000 -3,000,000 -5,021,000
United States Travel and Tourism Administration

Salaries and expenses (P.L. 104-99) 2,000,000 <2,000,000  ....ccceernennsassassesasansananes

Total, Trade and Infrastructure Development.............ccevuevesenrens 764,805,000 762,641,000 749,553,000 -15,262,000 -13,088,000

ECONOMIC AND INFORMATION INFRASTRUCTURE
Economic and Statistical Analysis
Salaries and exper 45,900,000 53,510,000 45,900,000  ...cccerrrrereeresnescarmnannnene -7,610,000
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Bureau of the Census
Salaries and exper 133,817,000 150,665,000 133,817,000  ..cverereercrnnrerinersasaes 17,048,000
Periodic censuses and prog 150,100,000 248,890,000 205,100,000 +565,000,000 43,590,000
Total, Bureau of the Census 283,717,000 399,355,000 338,717,000 +55,000,000 -60,638,000
National Telecommunications and Information
Administration
Salaries and exper 17,000,000 18,478,000 15,000,000 -2,000,000 3,478,000
Public broadcasting facilities, planning and construction.........ccueee 15,500,000 8,000,000 10,250,000 -5,250,000 +2,250,000
End t for Children’s Educational Televisi 2,497,000 2,497,000
Infi tion inf icture grants 21,500,000 59,000,000 21,480,000 -10,000 -37,510,000
Total, National Telecommunications and
Information Administration 54,000,000 87,975,000 48,740,000 -7,260,000 -41,235,000
Patent and Trademark Office
Salaries and exper 81,252,000 115,000,000 100,000,000 +18,748,000 -15,000,000
Total, Economic and information inf icture. 464,869,000 655,840,000 531,357,000 +66,488,000 -124,483,000
SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY
National Institute of Standards and Technology
Scientific and technical research and Semvices ........coueieeesasnassurens 258,670,000 270,744,000 268,000,000 +9,330,000 -2,744,000
Industrial technology i 300,927,000 450,000,000 200,400,000 -100,527,000 -249,600,000
Construction of research facilities 59,977,000 105,240,000  ..ocovierrernennennnesnsnnennne -59,977,000 -105,240,000
Total, National institute of Standards and Technology..........u.... 619,574,000 825,984,000 468,400,000 -151,174,000 -357,584,000
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
Operations, research and faciiities 3/ 1,783,784,000 1,974,215,000 1,738,200,000 55,584,000 -236,015,000
Offsetting collections - fees -3,000,000 -3,000,000 -3,000,000
Direct appropriation 1,790,784,000 1,871,215,000 1,735,200,000 -55,584,000 -236,015,000
(By transfer from P\ te and Develop Fund) (63,000,000) {81,068,000) (66,000,000} {+3,000,000) (+4,932,000)
(By transfer from Damag 't and restoration
revolving fund, permanent) 3,800,000 6,000,000 8,000,000 +2,100,000
(Damage 1t and restoration Iving fund) 3,900,000 -6,000,000 -6,000,000 2,100,000
Total, Operations, research and facilities .............. revsereseasasasnsrsaens 1,790,784,000 1,971,215,000 1,735,200,000 -55,584,000 -236,015,000
Coastal zone management fund (7,800,000} (7,800,000) (7,800,000)
Mandatory offset (-7,800,000) (-7,800,000) (-7,800,000)
Construction 50,000,000 37,366,000 36,000,000 -14,000,000 -1,366,000
Emergency appropriations (P.L. 104-134) 7,500,000 7,500,000  ..oonciiencrensininnsressarsssansnes
Fieet modemization, shipbuilding and conversion..............ceeeres 8,000,000 12,000,000 8,000,000 2,000,000 8,000,000
Fishing vessel and gear damage fund 1,032,000 200,000 200,000 -832,000  ..ccovverirennenenranenns PR
Fishermen's contingency fund 999,000 1,002,000 1,000,000 +1,000 -2,000
Foreign fishing observer fund 196,000 196,000 196,000
Fishing vessel obligations gt t 250,000 250,000 250,000
Total, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration........ 1,858,761,000 2,022,228,000 1,778,846,000 -79,915,000 -243,383,000
Technology Administration
Salaries and exper 7,000,000 9,531,000 5,000,000 -2,000,000 -4,531,000
Total, Science and Technology 2,485,335,000 2,857,744,000 2,252,246,000 -233,089,000 -605,498,000
Generat Administration
Salaries and expenses. 29,100,000 29,100,000 27,400,000 1,700,000 1,700,000
Office of inspector General 19,849,000 20,849,000 19,445,000 -404,000 -1,404,000
Working capital fund {by transfer) (3,000,000) (3,000,000} (+3,000,000)  ..coceerretsnnrsesasnsnsananansasese
Total, General administration 48,949,000 49,949,000 46,845,000 -2,104,000 -3,104,000
National Institute of Standards and Technology
Construction of research facilities (rescission) -75,000,000 475,000,000  ..cnreeeereeiensssssnarenenes
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
Operations, research and facilities (rescission) -10,000,000 -10,000,000 -10,000,000
Total, Department of C 3,628,142,000 4,263,018,000 3,508,552,000 -119,590,000 -754,466,000
Total, title , Department of Commerce and
lated agencies 3,688,958,000 4,326,174,000 3,570,001,000 -118,957,000 756,173,000
(By transfer) (63,000,000) (64,068,000) {69,000,000) (+86,000,000) (+4,932,000)




July 23, 1996

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

H8155

DEPARTMENTS OF COMMERCE, JUSTICE, AND STATE, THE JUDICIARY, AND RELATED AGENCIES

APPROPRIATIONS BILL, 1997 (H.R. 3814)—Continued

FY 1906 FY 1997 Bill compared with Bill compared with
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TITLE i - THE JUDICIARY
Supreme Court of the United States
Salaries and expenses:
laries of justices 1,662,000 1,704,000 1,704,000 +42,000
Other salaries and expenses 24,172,000 25,453,000 25,453,000 +1,281,000
Total, Salaries and exper 25,834,000 27,157,000 27,157,000 +1,323,000  .ccernenenseneasenesseneneanes
Care of the building and grounds 3,313,000 3,313,000 2,490,000 -823,000 -823,000
Total, Supreme Court of the United States ............vvevrrmreneeseenens 29,147,000 30,470,000 29,647,000 +500,000 -823,000
United States Court of Appeals
for the Federal Circuit
Salaries and expenses:
Salaries of j 1,882,000 1,898,000 1,888,000 46,000  cvrircesnisnisneneasisaersrnans
Other salaries and expenses 12,386,000 14,080,000 13,115,000 +719,000 -885,000
Total, Salaries and exper 14,288,000 15,978,000 15,013,000 +725,000 -865,000
United States Court of internationat Trade
Salaries and expenses:
laries of judges 1,413,000 1,447,000 1,447,000 +34,000
Other salaries and expenses 9,446,000 9,667,000 9,667,000 +221,000
Total, Salaries and exper 10,858,000 11,114,000 11,114,000 4255,000  ccccrenrisisssasessnsasesssesenses
Courts of Appeals, District Courts,
and Other Judicial Services
Salaries and expenses:
Salaries of judges and bankrupicy judges 226,024,000 225,956,000 225,956,000 68,000  cievininsesensisessassassssaenans
Other salaries and expenses 2,207,117,000 2,521,390,000 2,325,000,000 +117,883,000 -196,390,000
Direct appropriation 2,433,141,000 2,747,346,000 2,550,956,000 +117,815,000 -196,380,000
Crime trust fund 30,000,000 35,000,000 30,000,000  ..oocermrnnimnnriiserensnnnns -5,000,000
Total, Salaries and exper 2,483,141,000 2,782,346,000 2,580,856,000 +117,815,000 201,380,000
Vaccine Injury Compensation Trust Fund 2,318,000 2,380,000 2,380,000 +72,000  ocrenennseessaaas
Defender services 267,217,000 318,905,000 287,000,000 +29,783,000 -21,905,000
{Prior year carryover) {28,544,000) (-28,544,000)  ..eoererrrirnrnesenenensnsnsasaeres
Total, Defender services (295,761,000) (318,905,000) (297,000,000} {+1,239,000) (-21,905,000)
Fees of jurors and issioners 59,028,000 68,083,000 66,000,000 +6,872,000 -2,083,000
Court security. 102,000,000 131,885,000 125,000,000 +23,000,000 -8,885,000
Total, Courts of Appeals, District Courts, and
Other Judicial Services 2,893,704,000 3,303,609,000 3,071,346,000 +177,642,000 232,263,000
Administrative Office of the United States Courts
Salaries and exper 47,500,000 53,523,000 48,500,000 +1,000,000 5,023,000
Federal Judicial Center
laries and expe 17,914,000 19,625,000 17,485,000 -418,000 2,130,000
Judicial Retirement Funds
Payment to Judiciary Trust Funds 32,900,000 30,200,000 30,200,000 2,700,000  ....ccoeenneneasaresnsssanareasase
United States Sentencing Commission
Salaries and exper 8,500,000 9,200,000 8,300,000 200,000 -800,000
Total, title i, the Judiciary 3,054,812,000 3,473,719,000 3,231,615,000 +176,803,000 -242,104,000
Appropriations {3,024,812,000) (3,438,719,000) {3,201,615,000) (+176,803,000) (-237,104,000)
Crime trust fund (30,000,000 (35,000,000) (30,000,000)  .cvurresncnercencecnecerssees {-5,000,000)
TITLE IV - DEPARTMENT OF STATE
Administration of Foreign Affairs
Diplomatic and consular prog 1,718,196,000 1,747,209,000 1,705,450,000 -10,7486,000 -41,758,000
Registration fees 700,000 700,000 700,000
Total, Diplomatic and consular prog 1,716,896,000 1,747,908,000 1,706,150,000 -10,746,000 -41,759,000
laries and exp 364,698,000 358,159,000 352,300,000 -12,398,000 -5,859,000
Capital investment fund 16,384,000 32,800,000 16,400,000 +16,000 -16,400,000
Office of Inspector General 27,330,000 27,369,000 27,495,000 +166,000 +126,000
Representation all 4,500,000 4,656,000 4,490,000 -10,000 -166,000
Protection of foreign missions and officials 8,579,000 8,332,000 8,332,000 -247,000
Security and maintenance of United States missions 385,043,000 386,060,000 370,000,000 -15,043,000
Emergencies in the diplomatic and consular service 6,000,000 5,800,000 5,800,000 -200,000
International center, Washington DC 594,000
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Repatriation Loans Program Account:
Direct loans subsidy 583,000 593,000 593,000
Administrative exp 183,000 663,000 663,000
Total, Repatriation loans prog nt 776,000 1,256,000 1,256,000 +480,000  .....cvrieiveennnsesssnserseiosns
Payment to the American institute in Taiwan...........ccccvcenrneen. rosssesreses 15,145,000 15,001,000 15,001,000
Payment to the Foreign Service Retirement and Disability Fund...... 125,402,000 126,491,000 126,491,000
Total, Administration of Foreign Affairs.............cceceeeeerressvesssnnne 2,670,753,000 2,714,427,000 2,633,715,000 -37,038,000 -80,712,000
International Organizations and Conferences
Contributions to international organizations,
current year it 892,000,000 1,045,000,000 875,000,000 17,000,000 -170,000,000
Advance appropriation, FY 1998 43,076,000 -43,076,000
Advance appropriation, FY 1999 43,076,000 -43,076,000
Advance appropriation, FY 2000 43,076,000 -43,076,000
Advance appropriation, FY 2001 43,076,000 -43,076,000
Contributions for intemational peacekeeping activities,
current year. 358,000,000 425,000,000 332,400,000 -26,600,000 -62,800,000
Advance appropriation, FY 1868 150,070,000 -150,070,000
Advance appropriation, FY 1880 150,070,000 -150,070,000
Advance appropriation, FY 2000 150,070,000 -150,070,000
Advance appropriation, FY 2001 150,070,000 -150,070,000
International conferences and contingench 2,966,000 5,820,000 -2,996,000 -5,820,000
Total, Intemnational Organizations and Conferences ................... 1,253,996,000 2,248,404,000 1,207,400,000 -46,596,000 -1,041,004,000
International Commissions
International Boundary and Water Commission, United States
Mexico:
Salaries and exper 12,044,000 18,516,000 18,490,000 +8,446,000 -26,000
Construction 6,625,000 7,322,000 6,463,000 -162,000 -859,000
American sections, international issions. 5,791,000 5,627,000 5,490,000 -301,000 -137,000
International fisheries issions 14,666,000 14,869,000 10,450,000 4,216,000 -4,219,000
Total, International issh 39,126,000 46,134,000 40,893,000 +1,767,000 5,241,000
Other
Payment to the Asia Foundation 5,000,000 5,000,000 8,000,000 +3,000,000 +3,000,000
Total, Dep 't of State 3,868,875,000 5,013,865,000 3,880,008,000 -78,867,000 -1,123,857,000
RELATED AGENCIES
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency
Arms control and di it activities 38,638,000 48,455,000 38,495,000 -143,000 -9,860,000
United States Information Agency
Salaries and exper 445,371,000 468,016,000 439,300,000 6,071,000 28,716,000
Technology fund, 5,060,000 10,000,000 5,050,000  ...cervirnrnrnnessnnensarins -4,950,000
Educational and cultural exchange prog 199,727,000 202,412,000 185,000,000 -14,727,000 -17,412,000
Eisenhower Exchange Feliowship Program, trust fund ............... I 509,000 600,000 600,000 +91,000
israeli Arab scholarship progl 397,000 400,000 400,000 +3,000 ...
International Broadcasting Operati 324,858,000 365,406,000 335,700,000 +10,842,000 -29,706,000
Radio Free Asia: Operations { rk) {5,000,000) {10,000,000) {5,000,000) reerssessinas {-5,000,000)
Broadcasting to Cuba (direct) 24,775,000 14,775,000  .cecvenrisrisiiren resasssnasseens
Broadcasting to Cuba (¢ rk) {25,000,000) (13,775,000) (+13,775,000} (-11,225,000)
Radio construction 39,948,000 39,164,000 39,000,000 -8486,000 -164,000
East-West Center 11,750,000 8,800,000 -11,750,000 -8,800,000
North/South Center 2,000,000 970,000 ... -2,000,000 -970,000
Nationat End 1t for D Y 30,000,000 30,000,000 30,000,000
Total, United States Inf tion Agency. 1,084,383,000 1,125,768,000 1,035,050,000 -49,333,000 -80,718,000
Total, related agencies 1,123,021,000 1,174,223,000 1,073,545,000 -49,476,000 -100,678,000
Total, title IV, Department of State 5,091,896,000 86,188,188,000 4,963,553,000 128,343,000 -1,224,635,000
TITLE V - RELATED AGENCIES
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Maritime Administration
Operating-differential subsidies (liquidation of contract authority).... (162,610,000) (148,430,000) (148,430,000) {(-14,180,000) ..cocrvrinrnmrernens ST
Maritime Security Prog 46,000,000 100,000,000 83,000,000 +17,000,000 37,000,000
Operations and training 66,600,000 78,097,000 62,300,000 -4,300,000 -15,797,000
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Maritime G teed Loan Prog Account:
Guaranteed loans subsidy. 40,000,000 40,000,000 37,450,000 -2,550,000 -2,550,000
Administrative expenses 3,500,000 4,000,000 3,450,000 -50,000 -550,000
Total, Maritime guaranteed loan program account .........cevereeens 43,500,000 44,000,000 40,900,000 -2,600,000 -3,100,000
Total, Maritime Administrati 156,100,000 222,097,000 1